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ABSTRACT 

v Thp economic impact of the Un iversi ty "of 

WisConsin-Madison (UW-Madison ) ^on Dane County and the State was 
studied during 1983-1984. The overall economic impact of the 
university consisted of jjirect spending impact, of purchases, taxes, 
and donatibns, plus the indirect impact of that money circulating 
through the community to be respent on other purchases and payments. 
The direct impact of five expenditure categories (construction and 
spending by the university, employees; students; and visitors) was an 

v estimated $628.5 million a year/ of which $533,2 million went to 
local businesses. Considering the circulation of that money, the » 
estimate for the total direct and indirect impact of the university 
on the county economy was $1.41 billion a year. It was estimated that 

?bout 3,000 public sector jobs and more than 9,500 private sector 
obs were the result of the university's direct, spending, while It 
least 5,300 private jobs were due to indirect effects. In addition, 
, the university employed 21,677 regular and student employees. 
Appendices include: information on benefits to the state provided by 
UW-Madison hospital and clinics; survey questionnaires for 
faculty /employees, students, football fans, parents, and visitors, 
and a four-page selected bibliography. (SW; 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

^ Until now, the most, recent comprehensive study of the economic impact of 
the University of Wisconsin-Madison on^its home community of v Dane County was 
published in 197 1/ Issued by the University f 8 Bureau,of Business Research in. 
the School of Business, its discovery of a $200 million direct impact and $450 

9 

million total* impact (counting multiplier effects) surprised many. Since then, 
superficial updates have been issued from time to time by adjusting for infla- 
tion, enrollment and employment chaViges. 

The present study w^s funded by UW-Madison's Graduate School as a com- 
pletely new look at the University's economic impact on Dane County** Oonducted 
during 1983-84, it corrects some deficiencies of the original effort, especially 
in research design and estimations of visitor spending. It is important to 

r * 

.recognize, however, that the dollar estimates in this study are, in. fa^ct, esti- 
mates. They were developed using reasonable procedures based on the limits of 
time, mopey, and other resources. The authors believe these estimates are 

conservative, and fairly represent the reality of the millions of individual 

>, > 

transactions that lie behind them. 

UW-Madispn has an enrollment of about 44,000 students and a payroll of 
about 2 1,000 employees — of whom almost 9,000 are- students. This University 
community, including employee families, consists of about 80,000 persons. They 
are by far the Idrgest single influence on a local economy made up of a ci/ty^of 
173,500 people and a county, of 332,600. ; • 

If UW-Madison were viewed a§ a business, it wouljl he Wisconsin's largest 
employer. This stfudy looks 9peci f ipal ly at UU-Madison as an economic entity 
that pavs en^loyces, attracts visitors, and purchases goods and services. The 
study Itself was designed as several coordinated research projects looking at' 
every ma|or segment of the University community.' University spending was 



examined by looking at all UW-Ma<lison invoices from the 1982-83 academic year* 
Students', employees, and visitors-were surveyed separately in the fall of 1 
Using many common questions. s • -» 



UW-MADISON SPENDING , 

« * 

^ The largest UW-Madison expenditure category was wages aUffcl salaries to 
faculty and staff members, $272.1 million* Fringe benefits added a tax-free 
$41.1 million, all of which was placed in Wisconsin and $9.9 million of which 

'was placed in Dane County* „ 

Invoices detailed a total of* $34.3 million in purchases of supplies, ser- 
vices, and equipment from local businesses, plus another $1.5 million in pay~ 
ments to local government or households. Construction spending traced to Dane 

Couqj:y added $14.*5 million td the local .economy • • * 

• ' v - ■ . ' • 

A 

EMPLOYER SPENDING # s * - - 

► 

In total, University employees (nohstudentsO spent an estimated $185.9 
mtliTon wlth-^local businesses during the 1983-84 fiscal year, with another $21.7 
million going to local government and $29.1 million to. local households and 
charUties. Surveys found the average employee househQld spent $19,873 locally 
that year, or $1,656 a month, with the largest monthly outlays being for rent or 
mortgage ($272 to $319), property tfaxes ($ 1,674 a year), groceries ($206), 

r 

gasoline and auto service ($100), and insurance ($79 to^Dane County companies). 

On an annual basis, the $236.7 million ifn employees 1 local spending was 

distributed thusly: construction repairs /$ 10. 3 million; utilities, $15.0 

milLion; personal and'business s'eryices, $7.0 million; finance, insurance, and s 

\ ' 

real estate, $39.4 million; other local businesses , $114.2 million; local 
^ovprnmoi\t, 321.7 million; local charities, $6.3 million; and local households, 



iii ^ 
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S22.8 million. Local financial institutions held about $17 million in employee 
checking accounts and $104.6 million, In employee savings accounts. 

STUDENT SPENDING 

t If it were not, for students, there would be. no university* A November 1983 

.survey asked them to detail their monthly spending. The results were then 

'.corrected f<$r differing spring and summer enrollments. 

* % * . • * - 

Not including money paid to. the University (all such Payments are .excluded 

from this study),, the averse student spent $547 a month locally. 'The annual 

spending total for 3II students was $201.6 million. 

* Landlords received the largest single share, an estimated $41.3 million. 

Local food stores received about $24.4 million; restaurants and bars, $17.8 

million; and utilities, $17.6 million. Local financial institutions held 

student checking and share draft accounts totalling about $18 milliQn, and there 

was another $40 million in student savings accounts. 

Because 23 percent of UW-Maciison ! s Rodents are from outside Wisconsin, 
♦ 

about $46.4 million of student spending was "imported'^ tnt>o the state because of 
the University. 

I V 

VISITOR SPENDING 

1 v 

Based on a series of surveys, it is estimated that nearly two million out- 
of-county visitors spent 4.6 million visitor-^days In Dane County during the 
1983-84 academic year because of UW-Madison, clearly making the University one 
of the state's malor visitor attractions. T^ey came to attend athletic con- 
tests, seminars, or other events; to visit their children, friends, or hos- 
pitalized relatives; or to conduct business. They spend about $139.9 million, 
with $38 million of that coming, from outside Wisconsin* 
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The most significant economic ijnpact from visitors came From friends of 
students, who spent an estimated $45.5 million that year. People in Dane County 
on University-related business spent about $41.6 million; the friends of Univer- 
sity employees, $27.3 million; parents, $19.2 million; and athletic event 

• i 

visitors, $6.3 million. Once again, tHe figures exclude payments to the Univer- 

sity itself such as ticket purchases andxsemin&r fees. 

Of total visitor spending, $54.1 million went for food and drink. Other 
\ ' 
major expenditure categories, each more than $10%8 million a year, were depart- 

ment stores, clothing, lodging, gasoline and car repairs, and furniture and 

o 

appliances. , T 

THE TOTAL IMPACT 

The overall economic impact of UW-Madison Is made up of the direct spending 
impact of purchases, taxes, and donations * dIus the indirect impact of- that 
money circulating through the community to be respent on other purchases and 
payments. This report considers both impacts-, and determines the indirect 
impact using "multipliers" that estimate the proportion of money that 
recirculates in each economic sectqr. • . * 

The direct impact of the five categories studied — institutional Spending, 
construction, employee spending, student spending, and visitor spending — was ... 
an estimated $628.5 million a year, of which $533.2 million went to local busi- . 
nesses. About $819.0 million of that was spent within the finance, insurance and 
<real estate industries. Another '$81.1 million went to eating and drinking 
places* $61.6 million was spent on auto salesjind service, $53.8 million in food 
stores, and $46 million on transportation, communication, arid utilities. 

Considering the circulation of that money, the -estimate for the total 
direct and indirect impact Af UW-Madison on the Dane ,County economy is $1.41 
billion a year. 



This estimate is based on an overall multiplier of 2. 24^ .Because no 
multiplier's exist . for Dane County, this study uses mul t\ pliers 'calculated fo v r 
Wisconsin's Door County, The authors maintain that the use of these , multipliers 
represent a conservative approach because Door County's economyis less 
sophisticated than Dane County's. 

•With multiplier effects, it is estimated that almost half of Dane County's 
sales in clothing stores, a third of sales in restaurants, bars, and food 
scores, and over a quarter of sales related to building materials, personal and 
business services,, department stores, and auto sales and service is generated by 
the University community. • „ 

This spending can be directly , translated into jobs, and by that measure the 
total economic impact bf UW-Madi son is wor t h abou t 1 8 , 000 Dane Coun t y i obs over 
and above those people directly employed by the University. a 

Of tho^^non-Unlverslty jobs more than 9,500 1obs in the private sector are 
the result of the University's direct speeding impact; at least another 5,300 
private sector 1obs are due to indirect effects. The greatest impact, about 
4,300 jobs, is among eating anti drinking establishments. About 3,000 are in the 
public sector. Almost 1,900 are in personal and business , services. More than 
1,000 jobs each are in the construction industry, department s tores , and food 
stores. 

Combined with a University employment of 21,677 (regular plus student 
i « 

employees), that means that a total of more than* 40,000 Dane County jobs are due 
to UW-Madison« ' 

I 

I 

While this study has stressed the University's economic impact on Madison 
and Dane County, there are statewide effects as well* 

UN-Madison's out-of-state visitors, for instance, have °a total inpact of 
$188 million a year on Wfsconsin. There certainly would be a loss of Wisconsin 
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student spending to other states if UW-Madison did not. exist, or were not as 
strong an institution* A certain percentage of money spent within Dane County 
also "leaks" into the rest of the state, and a rough estimate suggests this 
impact in the hundreds of millions of dollars. In addition, a recent study 
indicates that the University's graduates have had $27 billion added to their 
lifetime earnings because of their UW-Madison education* 

Other aspects of UW-Madison's presence in Dane County arid Wisconsin to 
which dollar amounts could not be easily attached t include its role as a factor 
in new business location decisions and the diversity of Madison retailing, as a 
source of employment and consulting talent for Local firms, as a recreational 
resource, and as an addition to the community's cultural life because of the 
richness of its theaters,, nuseums, and libraries* 

The authors expected no real surp'ri^es in conducting this study* However, 

the^size of the visitor impact and .the strong role of University Hospital and 

Clinics were indeed surprising. One of this study 1 s , recommendations is that the 

Hospital deserves a study of its own. 

Other recommendations parallel those of the original 1971 study, namely: 

I 

Economic planners should carefully consider UW-Madison's role when 
drawing up their plans; • 

4 > 

— The- University should examine what can be done to increase the 
percentage of purchases made locally and in-State; and 

-t This study should be repeated periodically. 

* * 

It is almost a platitude to say that the University, local community, and * 
the state ere interdependent, but in the midst of occasional controversy the 



)i/s 



mutualities can be overlooked. The authors hope this study has generated a 
renewed appreciation of the "bucks" that exist because of Bucky Badger* 



vii 
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< l PREFACE 'J > 

In 1971, the. Bureau of Rusiness Research published a study entttled.The 
University and the Local Economy: A Study of the Economic Interact ion Between . 
the IJnivefs'it^ an^ the D,ane County. Economy, . .The report provide^es tlmates of 
the dollar flows to'the local community as a result of student, employee, visi-, 
'tor, and. institutional expenditures.* Although there had been no lack ,of reco'g- 
nition that UW-Madison was important to the Dane County economy, the estimates 

of a $200 million direct impact and a $450 million total impact (after multi- 

■■'..» % b 

pli%r effects) were surprising to many* Beyond providing a dollar figure to 
quantify the total impact, the study estimated flows to the specific sectors of 
t;he local econorry. t + 

Public interest in the study was great and for several years the Bureau of 
Business Research was asked to provide updated estimates* This was done for - 
manv years on a superficial basis, simply adlusting for enrollment, employment, 
and consumer price changes* As time passed, we became more and more uncomfc\rt- 
able doing this, and finally resisted outside pressures and stopped doing it. 

v. Recognizing, public interest in the subject, the UW. Graduate School funded a 
study to be accomplished in 1983-84* * « 

This new study 4 overcomes many of the weaknesses of the earlier study, most 

notably by -using an improved research design and by more* serious ly estimating 

* f • ) 

visitors and visitor expenditures. An .admitted weakness continued from the 1971 

methodology is the use of sectoral sales multipliers fr6m a study done in Door 

I - 4 

County in the late I960's. The rationale for continuing -to apply these nort- ,. 
specific (to Dane County) multipliers is that it would be very costly to.devfilop 
current multipliers for Dane County, that the .essential logic of the sectoral 
multipliers Is strong and that the level of the sales multiplier used falls 
within n reasonable range* 

17 * 

xiv * ' 



In the end, it is important td^recognize 'that the dollar* estimates 

\ 

developed in the stirdy arj», in fact, estimates . They have been developed using 

reasonable procedures based on limits of time and money* The real numbers 

resulting ftsajn literally millions of economic transactions that take place i/T*a 

year withi'n the local economy cannot be actually determined. We "believe that* 

our estimates can be comfortably used without fear of being too far from the„ 
i * • 

actual I ty« • • • ' * ** . '•• 

Finally, this study makes a modest attempt to e3timat*e the Impact of UW- 
Madtson on the ^ta^ 4 economy. The fact that the University of Wisconsin-Madison 
is so highly regarded nationally and even internationally draws dollars and 
visitors to .the state each year. Thus, as an education industry, UW-?Madison is 
an important exporter of Wisconsin services. 



J 
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XV 



CHAPTER \ 
O.VERVIEW 1 



UW -MADISON — PRIMARJ'FORCE IN THE DANE COUNTY COMMUNITY 



f 

Approaching, Madison from almost any direction > visitors are struck by the 

/ • 

city's twin skylines* The first is highlighted by the State Capitoi surrounded 
by several high rise office buildings* The .second 1 impressive skyline, located 
to the west, is the University with its storied offices flind dormitories** One 
need look no further to understand that the University is an impressive force in 
the community and that it represents an important economic element. 

The data support this first Impression. With an ^enrollment of about 44,000 
students and a payroll of approximately 20,000 employees (inpluding 9,000 
students)", there is no question but that UW-Madison is a major industry, par- 
ticularly in the context of a city of 173,500 and a county of 332,600* Even as 
viewed trora a total state level, UW-Madison, If .conceptualized as* a research/ 
education business, would be the state's largest single employer* 

The total size of the University community, considering students, employ- 
ees, and their families, is Estimated at 80,085.^ As residents of the county 
and consumers of local goods and services, these individuals comprise by far the 
largest influence on the local economy. Without their purchases, the Dane 
County business community would be considerably smaller and less diverse* 

Because the University attracts students and visitowr from out-of-state, it 
can also be considered as a service exporter bringing "foreign" (out-of-state) 
dollars into the state economy. Furt;hermqre, if the University did not exist in 

* r 



*See Appendix B for an explanation of how tills figur/5 was calculated* 
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the state, foany students would spend their education dollars 'and most employees 

would earn their payroll dollar/S outside the state. Thus, the basic expendi- 1 

tut^es by in-state residents have an important import substitution effect. That 
» * 

is, Wisconsin provides* educational jjervices rather than forcing those who want 
these services to seek them tin another state. < 



\ 



WHY LOOK FURTHER? 

Since it's obvious that UW-Madison is a large and important enterpris^and 
its community spends money, one might well assume that It is not worth looking 
beyond these simple observations. The. logic of those who supported this study 
is that UW-rMadison f s size and., importance are the very factors that call for an 
in-depth understanding of its economic impacts. Public support of t\ie University 
calls for large expenditures of tax dollars in times of revenue scarcity. Alio- 

cations of tax dollars to higher education, have been declining in proportion to 

n 

public expenditures ;Ln other directions for many years in Wisconsin and the 
wisdom of this. policy is subject to public debate. The economic impacts of UW- 
Madison as a result of its many and varied research and education activities are 



certainly one important eleme 



nt in thi| 



s debate. 



THE VALUE OF EDUCATION 

The UW-Madison probably has its greatest economic impact by providing 

• education for thousands of Wisconsin (primarily) young people to better 'prepare 

them to be productive in a complex and changing society. A recent UWj-Madison 

study suggested that its graduates over the past decade had added an estimated 

« 

$27 billion to their expected lifetime earnings by virtue of their higher educa- 



/ • 



tion.„ Presumably the, Incomes that will be returns on investment for those 
graduates represent sdded productivity that contributes products and services to 



the economy, from which all benefit .j 

6 

THE UNIVERSITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 



In recent years, higher education has been viewed as a major force in 
economic developmedt • This has been particularly true in the New England states 
where higher education, an important industry Itself, produces the scientific, 

technical, and managerial manpower that fuels the region's industrial and com- 

>» 

mercial base. ■ Recognition of the economic development relevanpe of higher 

v , ■ 

education In Wisconsin accelerated in the early 1980 f s« Many new programs have 
begun and are being drafted to stimulate this activity, although the state's 
relatively late entry into this arena puts it far behind much of the com- 
petition* 

THE- UNIVERSITY AS AN INDUSTRY 

This study focuses neither on the value of education nor on the economic 
development aspects of higher education. It focuses instead on a third aspect — 
on the University of Wisconsin-Madison as an economic entity — a generator of 
income in the community and the state, an employer, an attraction for visitors 
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*UW-Madison University Committee, "The Economic Benefits of the UW-Madison 
for the State/' Working Group Report (Madison: November, 1983). 

^Financing Higher Education: The Public Investment , John C. Hoy and Melvin 
Hi Bernstein, eds* (Boston: Auburn fjduse Publishing, 1982). 

^Business and Academia: Partners in Mew England 1 8 Economic Renewal , John 
Ct Hoy and Melvin H. Bernstein, eda. {Hanover; Massachusetts: University Press 
of New England, 1981). ^ 

21 



who purchase goods and services. It* views the UW-Madison as a business that has 

direct economic impacts on the community and' state in which it is located. 

« 

"The primary role of all economic impact analysis is to measure the addi- 
tional economic impact caused by the institution above the level of economic 
activity that would have occurred in its absence." In this case, the institu- 
tion is defined as UW-Madison and does not include the UW Central , Administration 
o,r UW Extension. The local community is defined as Dane County, ^e "Univer- 
sity community" as defined in the study includes the institution itself, its 
employees, students and their families, and visitors to the University. 

The conceptual structure of the study Is indicated in Figure 1-1. Here it 
is clear that payments from the institution to employees and students and the 
converse are treated as intra-^stitutional transfers and not impacts on the 
local community. The impact focus thus is .on the non-Uhiversity community, 
indicated as businesses, government, and local households. 

V 

^ The study was structured to parallel, with some modest exceptions, the UW-* 
Madison economic impact study that was conducted some yeats ago and published in 
1971. Thus, comparisons to evaluate impact changes over the intervening years 
are in many instances possible. 



^Donald S. Elliott and Stanford L. Levin, "Considerations in Measuring the 
Economic Impact of Institutions of Higher Education," a paper presented at meet- 
ings of tbe Midwest Economic Association, Chicago, April 5-7, 1984 (Edwards- 
ville, Illinois: Southern Illinois Univ^tsity, 1984), p. 6. 

Although these groups refer to UW-Mad#lgon only, some visitors to UW Exten- 
sion programs werfe included in the visiUrr counts. The rationale for doing this- 
was that many UW-Madison faculty provided instruction that drew the visitors to 
these programs. 
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^ Figure 1-1 
A Conceptual Framework for the Study 
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SCOPE OF THE STUDY . 

Well over 100 institutions of higher education have conducted similar 
studies assessing their economic impact. V Some of these .studies are quite 
sophisticated, employing dozens of complex econometric models , while others 
utilize less complex approaches which nonetheless produce comparable findings. 
Our perspective in choosing an approach was guided primarily by a desire to make 
this report as accessible as possible \o all members <o£ the locAl community. 
The fundamental goal of .this study is to communicate in simple dollar terms what 
the UW-Madison means t^ Dane County. Technical jargon and incomprehensible 
mathematics would only serve to defeat our purpose. 

Due to limits of time and money it was not possible to examine all the 
economic relationships between the local community and the UW-Madison. 
Economies are complex systems, and the inter-relationships among different 
entitles are numerous. This study focuses an those relationships which were 
felt to be most salient and on those that could be measured. 

There are nonetheless some non-quantifiable impacts of the University that 

do deserve mention because they are important. These are described in the 

* ■ 

concluding chapter of this report. 

i - 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

As might be expected, given* the conceptualization of the "University cora- 

munity," this research project wa,s designed as several coordinated research 

if 

projects. Each major actor group in the University community (i.e., the insti- 
tution, students, employees, and visitors) became the focal point of a research 
effort. The expenditure categories used were consistent across the groups and 



t/ 

'See Appendix C for a selected bibliography. 
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these were selected on the basis of the economic multipliers used irv'the 1971, study 

» - > \ v 

* ft 
well as their correspondence to categories used in local and national data sources. 

• i 

In a study of this nature, it is inevitable that assumptions must be made 

•>'.■ • \ . * 

whenever hard data is. unavailable of too time-consuming or expensive to obtain. 

4 

Our practice, throughout this study was to make^ conservative assumptions — i.e., . 
use lower numb'ets whenever thefre was reasonable cause for doubt. So if we* ei^r ' 
in this report, it is on thfe side of caution. „ 

Although the study was to be accomplished, for the 1983-8 A academic year, in 

some instances, at the time of data collection, datalwas onljy available for 

■ fc i * 

1982-83. Whenever 1982-83 data are employed, ^t will be assumed that the * 

> 

'figures for 1983-84 are similar. For the, most part, if such assumptions are 

incorrect, the effect agai*n would be to understate the results of thi? study. 

i * 
The details of research design, for each individual project are presented in the 

individual chapters and the research instruments used can be found in Appendix A. / 

Instruments , used were all Yefined and improved, over their 1971 predecessors, 

In brieft , th.e basic approach used for measuring local institutional expen- 
ditures was to obtain a compute]: printout of all invoices paid during the 1982- 
83 academic year. A student assistant studied the entire list and classified 
thepayees by industry according to the study format. In some instances, it was 
necessary to make assumptions regarding the correct code category of business; 

The other malor* grourps studied (s tudentd , employees, and visitors) were ' 
surveyed 'independent ly , but using many common questions. Basically, respondents 
from each group were simply asked to allocate from memory their expenditures 
over a designated time period; Care was taken to ensure. that only local 
expenditures were included. . ■ * 



See Appendix D for a description ot the categories* 



CHAPTER 2 



THE INSTITUTION 



INSTITUTIONAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES , • •. . ' \ 

Payments from the University to persons, businesses, and local' government 
represent one major* flpw of funds' to the community/ - Institutional operating 
expenditures are comprised primarily of wages and salaries, payroll taxes, pur w 
phases of. supplies and equipment, and student and faculty lo-ans, scfyqlarships , , 
and fellowships. Data describee! in this cKapter was obtained f6r the 1982-83 
academic year. ^ ' . - ~V . ' , 

o ... , 4 * I' ' 

y ' *- 

PAYMENTS TO STUDENTS , ' *' ' - 

The University annually pays- students, wages arid salaries fpr work pet- 

formed* T£he largest student recipient grpup is the assistant group (teaching, . 

research, and project assistants). Other groups are ,studeqf hourly workers/ 

fellowship and scholarship holders, and borrowers from the student loan fund. 

Although loans are not normally viewed *a£ income, it, id appropriate to 'view them 
* % 

as s*ich here because the loan proceeds become available for expenditure during 

the Student's stay ii} -the local economy. The loan is not repaid until after 

1 ■ \ ■ % • * » 

graduation, most often after the student leaves tKe local economy. All payments 
tp students represent a dollar f^ow t9 members of the University Community. 
Because these students' live in the' Madison area, they , of course, res'pefflLjpQstf 4 
of these funds locally. • s f 

t . \ \ n 

' ■ t ! 

% ■ * * I {■' - ' 

^gures Jfor payments to students, summarized in Table 24-1 below,' Vere 
obtained from the University of Wisconsin-Madison accounting office. * * . »"■>-. 



. TABLE 2-1 

Total Dollar Flows to Students In Fiscal 1982-83 " 

Wages and salaries tcassistants < ..,.$27,789,790 

Student hourly wages " \.. 12, 954 , 769 i 

Fellowships and scholarships , », , 20,610,182 

Student loans iV-.T 8,985,784 

TOTAL $70,340,525 

PARENTS TO FACULTY AND STAFF 



The single largest exjjjeiWrcure category in the University of Wiscysin- 
Madisou budget was wages and salaries to faculty and s£aff. For the Univer- 
sity's fiscal year 4 1982-83, the payments for faculty and staff wages and 

/ 

salaries amounted to $272,12l,256. Chapter 3 details how these earnings were 

spent. Neither UW Extension nor UW System faculty, both located in fladison, are 

> p 

included in either the salaty or fringe benefit figures. 

Since this study is concerned with all types ol^dollar expenditures, it is 

appropriate to note that the state spent millions of doll'ars on fringe benefits 

fot: Univerlity employees. These supplementary benefits can be considered as 
i 

non-taxable iincorae to employees, providing them with *the opportunity to spend 
their wages and salaries on things other than health and life insurance or 
retirement programs. Another v.iew of these fringes would recognize them as 
institutional expenditures to local business ($9.9 million went to local insur- 
ance firms)* The amount and distribution of benefits are summarized in Table 2-2 
below. 
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TABLE 2-2 

Fringe Benefits Paid to University Employees 
in Fiscal 1982-83 



Total 



State Group Life Insurance 
State Group Health Insurance 
Teachers Retirement 
^ Classified Retirement 



TOTAL 



$ 931,050 
16,730,590 
14,561,354 
U ? 890, 734 

$41,113,728 



Local 
Placement 
Dane County 

$ 658, 252 1 
9,235,285 



Placement 
in State 

$ 658, 252 1 
16,730,590 
14,561,354 
. -- » 11,890,734 " 
$9,893,537 $41,113,700 



l Paid through a local broker, but placed with an out-of-state firm. 

■ ' i' ' 

PAYMENTS FOR SUPPLIES, SERVICES, AND EQUIPMENT 

The balance of University operating expenditures goes for the purchase of 
supplies, services, and equipment. In the case of payments to students and 
staff, It was assumed ^hat all. were residents of Dane County. Exceptions to 
this assumption are Infrequent and thus have negligible effects on the study's 
conclusions^ However, In the case of supplies, services, and equipment, a sub- 
stantial portion of the University's expenditures to vendors are made outside 
Dane County.*" Non-local expenditures need to be segregated from, total Univer- 
sity expenditures as they do not have a direct Impact on the local economy. 

Total University expenditures* for Dane County were obtained by examining a 
computer-generated record of all vouchers paid for in 1982-83. Only those that 
had a Dane "County zip code for the, payee were Included. The transactions were 




l Hard data concerning the total amount of ^expenditures to vendor.8 both 
Inside. and outside the county, wds not available because University records 
Include Interdepartmental transfers In budget figures. Using a University 
accounting official's estimate that such transfers comprise 201 of the total, 
about $137.5 million was spent by the University on supplies," services, and 
equipment. Of this amount, the sarae\>f f Icial estimates that roughly half was<> 
spent in Wisconsin. 
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classified according to industry and the amount of. each transaction was 
recorded. The total amounts by industry are summarized below. 

Agriculture, Minlng > Forestry - $128,000 

These expenditures included items such as stone and gravel, agricultural 

produce, and nursery products* 

* \» 

Construction $483 ,000 

f Major University construction expenditures were not included in this 

figure* These will be discussed in this chapter* Included' here are expendi- 
s « 
tures for, repair and maintenance work done by firms In the local construction 

industry. 

Manufacturing $698,000 

The manufacturing purchases included payments for items manufactured in 
Dane County, including lumber and wood products; printing and publishing and 
allied indu^ries; petroleum refining and , related industries; machinery; and 
professional, scientific, and v ccfatrolling instruments, among others* 

Transportation, Communications, Utilities $468,000 

This category included such items as telephone, gas and ^electricity, and 
bus transportation. 

Wholesalers * $14,749,000 

All agents, brokers, and wholesalers selling items such as office supplies 
and equipment, food and beverages, aind other supplies a'nd equipment were 
included in this category • ^ 
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Building Material Suppliers, Farm Equipment Dealers, 

and Hardware Stores .$764,000 

Purchases In this category included items such as lumber, paint, tools, and 
tractors* 

* • . * 

Personal and| Busirtess Services $3,659,000 * 

This broad-based category 'included items ranging from medical, legal, and 
consultant fees to laundry and dry cleaning. It also included 10 percent of the 
air fares paid by the University for travel under the assumption that local 
travel agencies received this as payment from the airlines for scheduling the 
travel* 

Finance, Insurance, and Real flstate ^$11,787,000 

This category included payments made to hanks and financial institutions , 
insurance agents and broker\,\md real estate operators and lessors. It also 
included the fringe benefit p^ytAentS described in Table 2-2. L Beyond these 
payments UW-Madison, including Yts auxiliary operations, maintains short and 
longer term balances in Wiscotis/in financial institutions. At present, the 
longer term balances are about $120 million and are maintained in Wisconsin, but 
not in Dane County. - the short term balances ai;e maintained in Madison and cur- 
rently average about $3 million. These balances, of course, have some economic 
benefit by their expansion of th« local and state, credit base. These benefits 
are described in more detail in Chapter 6. 



^In 1982-83, HMO's were no}: yet prevalent, so virtually all of the health 
Insurance money spent locally went tcK insurance firms. Some of this money comes 
hack to the University as payments for health care at University Hospital and 
Clinics. We made no attempt to determine how much thi* Involved, since much of 
it ultimately goes b^ack into the local economy as salaries and purchases of 
equipment, services, and supplies* , 

30 
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federal Merchandise Stores $21,000 

This small category Included the purchase of Items from department, 

» 

discount, and variety stores as w$ll as mail-order houses. 

Automobile Sales and Service $272 ,000 

This category included direct purchases by the University from Dane County 
^service stations, garages, and automobile dealers, 

• * p ■ 

Apparel Stores ^ $7,000 

This category included purchases for uniforms, clothing and tailoring, and 
shoes* 

Furniture and Appliance Stores $490,000 

This catflfbry refers to those purchases made to furnish offices and other 
facilities* ^ 

Eating* and Drinking Places , $21,000 

These purchases refer the portion of travel expense funds paid to 
University-sponsored visitors thfet are traceable to local eating and drinking 
establishments. This amount is very likely to be understated by a large amount 
as most of the payments for these expenditures went to individuals based on 
their expense reports. There was no way to trace these expenditures based on 
the computer records of voucher payments. The actual amount here was more 
likely to have been in the neighborhood of $1,000,000-$!, 500, 000, However, most 
of this will have been picked up through thfc visitor expenditures described in 
Chapter 5, Whjan the UW pays a prospective 'faculty member visiting Madison his 
her expenses, a portion of the expense payment will be for local hotels and 
restaurants. 
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Miscellaneous Retail ,$700,000 

These purchases Included items bought from book and stationery stores, drug 

i" 

stores, gift stores, sporting goods stores, and others. 

Lodging Placea S» $27,000 

This refers to expenses paid to University-sponsored visitors using lodging 
facilities in Dane Gounty. As was the case for eating and drinking places, this 
amount is vastly understated as most such expenditures were reimbursed through 
individuals baaed on travel expense reports. Again, however, these expenditures 
will, for the most part, be measured as visitor expenditures in Chapter 5. w 

Amusement Places -t- ' 



No expenditures were made to amusement places. 

\ Government ' $1,299,000 

Thi9 category included payments for taxes, services, and rentals of city , 
and county property, and payments for sanitary water and sewer' service. This ^ 
total included $399,029 for property taxes. 

Local Households $161,000 

These expenditures to local households refer primarily to services provided 
by Dane County residents. They involve honoraria. Some payments may have been 
repayment of 'expenses actually incurred outside the county* Thus, they wouldn't 
rK reflect local impact. However, in the perspective of the total study, this is a 
relatively small, category so the effect on overall results is negligible. 



\ 



The local impact of the University's institutional operating expenditures v on 
Dane County's economy is presented In summary form JLn Table 2~3. Based on the • 

figures described above, the total direct impact was $35,734,000./ Thi,8 amount 

% / 

ERIC 



f 

I 



14 ♦ 



S 



-T 

represents about 19% of all University expenditures for supplies, services > and 



equipment excluding health insurance expenditures, or 24% including them. 



< 



TABLE 2-3 

* 

Local Purchases of Supplies, Services, and Equipment 
by the University of Wisconsin-Madison 
in 1982-83 (by Industry) | 

Estimated Total 

Industry * ^ / Local Purchases 

Agriculture, Jtlr^ng, Forestry . * f $ . 128,000 

Construction ♦ • 483,000 

Manufacturing, , 698,000 

Transportation, Communications, Utilities .... 468,000 

Wholesalers I . . . . / 14,749,000 

Building Material Suppliers, Farm Equipment 

Dealers, Hardware Stores 764,000 

Personal and Business Services* .... v ^3, 659, 000 

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate f • • .' 11,78J,000 

General Merchandise Stores* 21,000 

Automobile Sales and Service .* 272,000 

Apparel Store9 * .jl 7,000 

Furniture and Appliance Stores 490,000 

Eating and Drinking Places * •••• 21,000 

Miscellaneous Re tail 700,000 

Lodging Places v . i... 2 7,000 

Amusement Places • ♦ »•• — 

TOTAL TO LOCAL BUSINESSES 77*. $ 34,274,000 

Government ; 1,299,000 

Households r 161,000 

TOTAL . ... ♦ $ 35,734,000 
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MAJOR CONSTRUCTION EXPENDITURES ' , • 

Construction expenditures are based on long-term planning and contracting, 

and therefore one should be cautious about attaching great importance to the 

result's of one year and its effects on the local economy* The year-to-year 

impact on the local economy is likely to be inconsistent, but nonetheless con- 
♦ 

structlon expenditures d,o represent dollar flows into the economy, and therefore 
should be analyzed* * > 

During 1982-83, the UW-Madison paid out, $15,J302, 981 from the construction 
fund. Of- this amount, approximately 48%, or $7,345,000, was paid out to Dane 
County construction firms, engineers and architects, and related businesses. 3 
The balance of the payments, $7,957,0b0, was paid to non-local firms* 

It is well recognized that a substantial portion of funds paid to non-local 
contractors flow back into the local economy as local labor is hired, supplies 
are purchased, and other expenditures are made. Based on the results of the 
1971 sfcu<ty of the local -economy , it was determined that 90.6 percent of pur- 
chases from non-local contractors flow directly back into the local community. 
The local industries receiving these payments are illustrated in Table 2-4: 



* 



No breakdown was ^-obtained . In the 1971 study, 94% went to construction 
firms, 5%' to local engineers and architects, and IX to furniture and appliance 
stores.' We assume these percentages also apply to 1982-83 construction; expendi 
tures paid to locaj. firms. 
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TABLE 2-4 , 

Percentage of Construction Purchases Made Locally 
By Non-Local Contractors 



Percent of 

Industry Total Contract 

0 

Construction. • . . • 35. 53 

Building material suppliers 18.20 

Transportation, utilities ••70 m 

Personal and business services • \» • • .17 , 

Financial institutions • 08 

Automobile sales and services • «08 < 

Eating and drinking places . .03 : 

^ Local government • % »03 

Local hoqseholds {labor) » * 35.70 

90.57 



Applying these percentages to the current study, it was estimated that 
local businesses and households received the amounts shown in' Table 2-5 below 
from construction firms located outside the county. 

' ? ' v. , F*\ ' 

v ' ' ; .. 

TABLE 2-5 

Local Payments by Non-Local Contractors 



Construction.... $2,827,000 

Building materials suppliers '}f ' 448, 000 

Transportation, utilities 56,000 

Personal and business* services . . .<, .•••• ! ' 14/000 

Financial institutions §,000 

Automobile sales and I service,. 6,000 

Eating and drinking places 2,000 

Local government. .. v 6,000 

Local households (labor) 2,841,000 

TOTAL $7,206,000 



Thus, the Dane County. economy received^a total estimated dollar flow of 
$14,551,000 "($7,345,000 directly through local firms and $7,206,000 indirectly 
as non-local firms bought goods and services locally) as a result of 1982-83 
fiscal year construction expenditures by the University* 
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CHAPTER 3 

EMPLOYEES . 

' / ' ' 

INTRODUCTION 

Expenditures of University employees' represent a major influence on the 
local economy , as evidenced by the size of the 1983-84 payroll, which amounted 
to over $283 million, excluding payments to student employees. Because Uriiver-^ 
sity employees are members of the local economy as well as employees of the 
University, this payroll can initially be viewed as a flow of dollars to the 
local economy, ending up in the pockets and pocketbo^ks of University employ- 
ees. However, it is also possible to view employees as being a part of the 
University. In this framework, the dollar flow to the local economy stems from 
•the expenditures made by University^ employees to Dane County businesses and s 
households using the wages and salaries they receive from the University. We 
have chasen to take the latter perspective for this study, and view employees as 
contributors to the local economy rather than as members of it. This stance is 
justified if one considers the hypothetical situation of a Dane County without t 
University of Wisconsin-Madison. In this "science fiction*' scenario, most 
members of the local economy who would hpve worked at the University would be 
working at other .universities, especially professors lathers who would in all 
likelihood be living in ,J»ne County regardless of the University's presence 
would be unable tb find work since many of the non-University Jobs in Dane 



j 



^Over 75%J>f the full,, associate, and assistant * professors responding to a 
iurvey degcrib^d later in this chapter indicated that they' would not be living 
in Dane County if *they were not employed by the University. 



2 

County which are supported by the University's presence woulcL not exist* These 



individuals would probably also be living elsewhere. Therefore, it is inappro- 
priate to view University employees as members of the local economy, since it is 
the University which ultimately accoqnts for their residence in the county. 

EMPLOYEE INCOME AVAILABLE FOR LOCAL EXPENDITURES 

Because student expenditures are considered elsewhere in this report., 
employee gross earnings in 1983-84 were obtained from the University's Payroll 
and Staff Benefits office by subtracting the wages paid to assistants and 
student hoiurly workers from the gross payroll. The result was $283,204,000* 

From this amount, taxes were deducted to determine what income was avail- 
able for expenditure in the local economy. These calculations are shown below 
in Table 3-1. 

TABLE 3-1 

Nonstudent Payroll Adjusted for Taxes 

UW Nonstudent Payroll $283,204,000 

Less: Federal Income taxes $49,963,000* . 

State income taxes 18\870,<000 1 
Soclal. Security taxes 16,495,000 

- 85,328,000 * 

Nonstudent Disposable Income from UW $197,87^,000 

1 * 

We assume that tax deductions from payroll e^uaj^taxes paid. 

t 

Additional deductions were o&de from the payroll to purchase services 
desired by employees. These include life and health insurance, fees to the 



.^Findings discussed in Chapter 6 Suggest ovljr 18,000 local non-University 
Jobs are attributable to expenditures by the University community* 
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University £or parking, and government 1>onds . These deductions are Itemized In 
Table 3-2. • 



TABLE 3-2 

Employee Income Available for Loqal Expenditure 

Monstudent Disposable Income from UW .\ $197,87 6,000 

Less: State^Group Life Insurance $1-,2O3,0OO 

9tate Group Health Insurance 1,406,000 

UW Fees (parking) 483,000 

U.S. Bonds 182,000 
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. - 3,274,000 

* * 

Nonstudent Income from UW Available for 

Local Expenditures ." $194,602,000 

Thus, it would appear that the University nonstudent faculty and staff hud 

approximately $194,602,000 available to spend in .the local economy during the 

1983-84 fiscal year. 

♦ 

HOW DATA WERE OBTAINED . 

To determine household ^expenditures of employees, a random sample of 292 

\ 

faculty and staff members were surveyed by ma 11 in November, 1983. J (The ques- 
tionnaire used is presented in Appendix A). To assure an adequate response 
rate, a follow-up post card was mailed one week after the* initial mailing. * r 

In an attempt to improve the accuracy of the estimates obtained, two raethoS- # 
ological Issues were considered, tfirst, it would obviously be imprecise to ask 
employees for an ^average*' monthly expenditure. Yet, if a specific month was chosen 
to offset this pfoblem, a new difficulty would be created because the month chosen 
would not necessarily be representative of employees' actual average monthly expen~ 
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J It is inappropriate to use individual employee expenditures since a 
majority of employees are members of households, and their individual expendi- 
tures cannot be isolated. 

' < V 

. ^ 38 1 



ditures* Tn order to try-to overcome this di/Fficulty, employees were Randomly 

assigned . to detail their expenditures in one<bf;four moQths: August , September f 

; ^ * - . v x . i 

"October, or November of 1983. /Th$ figures which are used in this analysis are 
based on the overall averages obtained across all four months • 

The second Methodological issue concerns differing inpomes among different 
types of University employees. Professors' incomes are generally higher than those 
of academic or civil service staff. Over or under sampling of any of these employe 
categories wov^ld result in biased estimates. To compensate for this potential 
effect, the sample was stratified by type of University employee so that the. per- . 
centage of each type in the sample corresponded to the percentage in the population 

Nonetheless thi^does pot assure that the questionnaires that are returned 
will be similarly allocated across the various types of employees. In fact, of the 
128 usable responses (a response rate of 43%) there was a slight non-response bias, 
with civil service staff underrepresented and all three classes of professors over- 
represented. To compensate, responses were appropriately weighted in order to 

obtain a more accurate average monthly expenditure for each category. \ 

* 

EXTRAPOLATION OF MONTHLY EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES * " 

The basis for extending the average monthly expenditures obtained from the 
sample to monthly expenditures for all employees is the number of employee 
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. * 

households, which was estimated at 11,911 f of 1983-84. * The annual total was 
then obtained by simply usihg a factor of 12, since for all practical purposes 
notv-student University employees* reside in Dane County throughout the year.^ 

EMPLOYEE EXPENDITURES 1 

Table 3-3 describes the average monthly expenditures of employee house- 
holds. In Table 3-4 these are expanded to all employees for the 1983-84 academic 
year. . One category of employee- expenditure omitted f rom'analysis are expendi- 
tures to the University , since the yniversity is not considered as a part of the 
local economy in this study, and data is unavailable. • 

DISCUSSION * " % ' 

* * 

The average employee household spent $19,873 locally in 1983t84, or $1,656 
per month. These figures do not include expenditures to the University, and the 
averagers based on all employee households, including those that live outside 



The nQmber of households is somewhat less than the number of employees 
since some employees are married toeiach other, others share households, and 
still others live with their parents or Children. To estimate the number Qf 
employee households, the names and addresses of 857 randomly selected employees 
were examined. Eighty-five of these emplpyees, or about 10%, hacT the aarae last 
name and address. However, this method includes neither employees who are 
married but have different names nor unmarried employees who share bo^th living 
quarters and household expenditures . We conservatively estimate that employees 
in these two categories represent 5% of all employees, although the actual 
figure, which for all practical purposes is unobtainable, is probably lower. 
Thus, the total, percentage of employees .that have 4 another member of^heir house- 
hold also working for the University is estimated at 15%. ^ 

In 1983-84 there were 12,876 no n- student employees. If 15%, or 1,931, have 
another member of their household working for the University, then half thia 
figure, 9f)6, is the number of dual-eAployee hpuseholds. Subtracting 1,931 from 
12,876 yields, 10,94 5, the number of single-employee households- Adding 966 and 

tO, 945 results in a total of, 1,1, 911 employee households- 

• * ■ ■< 

^The exceptions to this assumption, if considered, would have a negligible 
effect on our totals. * > 
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'the c<H>Aty. . Limiting the average to local households would result tn a higher 

•"» v - + *• 

J ^»- - \ * ■ +* ■ . 

estiinfl.te.v *In tota/1, University employee households spent an estimated $ 1 8 5 • 9 

•' million Tn loca^ businesses. :About $21*7 million went to local government , and 

'*•■•-' ■ ? 

V§29..1 million was given to local households and charities. ' 

v '*>. •"" p : . 7* ' ■ '' l - v "" ■' ■ v. 

total expenditure figure of $236.7 million Is about $42 million greater 

than the disposable employee earnings figure calculated in Table 3-2. This dis~ 

• crepancy is a Result of factors which ^were not measured in this study. These 

factors could tend to understate or overf tate either disposable income available 

p • 

■ o 

to University community households for spendinp^ijj^Dane County or employee ♦ 
expenditures directly attributable to the UW payroll: 

1 * o ° 

Some' degree of error in our\es^raa^:es of expenditures is inevitable due 
to responsev^bias , sampling error, enters in recall by respondents and 
errors in industry classification by respondents* 

• iSome employee households have two 'incomes, so part of the expenditures 
employees reported were undoubtedly a result of non-University earnings. 

;Tn an. abstract Sense, a portion Af these earnings are University-related, since 
many jobs exist in the local community because of University community expen- 

ditures, and some of these | jobs are held by members of employee households. 

■> 

Some employees have other sources of income besides their University 

salary. Much of this income, particularly that accruing to' faculty, is in 

a real sense,- \}^fK^ty^x^late& (e.g,, textbook royalties, consulting). In 

this sense, it i<&cejmiinly "legitimate 0 income to be credited to the 

University commun^^Peven though it is not included in payroll figures* 

Some percentage of employee earnings is invested or put in ^savings 

accounts rather than spent on goods and services. 
* ■» 

♦ Some purchases are made on credit* 

■* SoTne v employees live outtstde of Dane County and do most of their 
spending whtere they* reside. * 
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The effect of these factors is, that the University payroll understates the 
income available to University households for spending locally, and the expend! 
ture figures presented in Tables 3-3 and 3-4 probably over-state to some extent 
the University-related contribution of employees to the local ectfftqmy. 

V. 

Financial institutions would appeair to be the recipients of the biggest 
share of employed expenditures.' Some $39.4 million was paid to banks, insutanc 
Companies, and real estate agencies.. An additional $1^,9831000 was raaiptkined 
*n checking accounts, and $104,^79,000 was kept in Darn* County savings accounts 
IRA's, and certificates of deposit. 

About 8.6% of the sample purchased a home or property during 1983 at an 
.average cost of $51,800. Fjayl^olating th|se figures to *11 employees suggests 
over 1,000 such purchases were made at a total cost of $53 million. Some per- 
centage of these homes were undoubtedly new, providing dollars for local con 1 
structlon firms. And if it i^assumed that homes were purchased with an 80% 
rtgage, then local finar^^ai institutions had a potential ma^et of about $42 
UUon for. their mortgage funds. The other n $ll million would have been 
invested by employees in equity as down payments. f. 

The $13.8 million paid to local, government in property taxes is probably ' 

understated, since 28% of employees rent, and about a quarter of rental dollars 

« ' i i ^ 

ends up being paid as property tax by the landlord. The actual figure is thus 
clo^r to $17.5 millions i v 

.In a Sirailalf vein, the utility figures are probably understated since some 

' * ' 1 

renters pay for heat and electricity as a part of their rent.* I 

•I 

Tn conclusion, it is apparent that the ccpntribution of employees to the, 
local etonomy I* sizable. In the next chapiter a similar methodology is applied 
to examine the economic ImpaVt of students* 
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■ s TABLE 3-3 

... \Averapffe Monthly EmfcLoyeg Household. Expenditures 

Telephone. • • j ........v. S 34 

Oa*s/ e lec t rlo • •••••• * • • * • • 71 

Departnent stores. . ... . . . • ••• • •W , *7fl 

Apparel stores. ..... .V. • • 65 ^ •. 

Gasoline /au.tri parts and serviceiv* . . . . • . . 100 

FurnVture/appliances , . 63 

Restaurants/ bars, ♦ ♦ . 6 A 

Groceries • 206 

Retail stores ./ 60 

Lodging 3 • 4 

, Amusements ♦ 15 

Households.... * •••• " 40 

Service charges/interestr • • . * • • 20 - v 

Transportation. 57 

Government. • ♦ • • 9 ' 

Churches ancf charities : 44 

Personal/business services *. . . . 49- 

Construction/repair. * - 72 

4 * 

Rent 

Paid to businesses 31-9 

* Paid to individuals.. ♦ 2j7 2 

' Insurance^ * 

Paid to Dane County companies...* 79 

Paid to Dane County salespeople* • 129 

representing out-of -county insurance companies " • . 

Mortgage interest^,....* • 23 3- 

Mortgage'principal ......... .o 83 J ♦ 

Property tax * (annual) . v <• ........ . 1,674 

J Average checking balance.* 1,426 

Average* savings balance ^ 8$780 

1 Averages are based oh all employees, Including those that live outside of Dane County. 
For the out-pf-county employees , only expenditures in Dane County are fcounted. Averages 
are therefore lower than they would he if only local employees were included. 

2 This Average excludes those utility costs which are included In rent. 

Refers to hotel/motel lodging in Dane County only. 

^Basqd on those respondents who pay rent* Percentage breakdown of sample as follows: 
> /' 7 2% ovfn homes . 

" 16% pay rent to households 
*f 12% pay rent to businesses x ' 

No employee in the sample lived in University-owned housing. Nonetheless, a small num- 
ber of faculty members do litre in University Ifouses. Since this rent money is. paid. t* 
the University, for purposes of this study it has no impact on the local economy. We 
choose not to subtract the alhount from the other rents as an adjustment since Che effect, 
would bn negligible. 

^Basod on thofto respondents who pay insurance* Percentage breakdown of sample as fpllpj 
33% pay insurance* to Dane County firms ' # * 

22% pay insurance to Dane County salespeople , 

#18% fay Insurance to both t . 

% 27% pay no Insurance pr purchase It through the University . 

f>Based on the 72%. of empJ-^y^e households that own homes. 

. „. • 

c - i ' \. : • f " 



25 



TABLE 3-4 

Total Employee Household Expenditures 
Expenditures to Local Businesses 
Construction (repairs only) 



Utilities 
Telephone 
Gas/electric 1 



Personal and Business Services 

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 
Mortgage interest 
Rent to businesses 
Financial fees and interest 
Insurance 

Insurance c^oniaaion*. 



Department stores 

Food stores 

Vehicle purchases 

Auto service (parts, gasoline) 

Apparel stores 

Furniture and appliance stores 

Restaurants and bars: 

Other retail stores 

Lodging places 

Amusements 

Transportation 3 



$ 4,887,000 
10,148,000 



22,908,060 
, 5,469,000 
2,923,000 
. 6,348,000 
| 1,262,000 



$1,0,303,000 



15,035,000 
S 7,032,000 



39,410,000 

il, 085, 000 
29,396,000 
18,913,000 
14,299,000 
9,348,000 
9,059,000 
9,180,000 
8,521,000 
586,000 
2,098,000 
1,630,000 



TOTAL TO LOCAL BUSINESSES * .$185,895,000 



Local government ) 
Property taxes 
Miscellaneous (bus , traffic 
fines, etc.) 



Local charitable organizations 

Local households 
Auto 2 / 
•tent ' 

Miscellaneous > 



. 13,833,000 
7,985,000 



9,459,000 
7,609,000 
5,705,000 



21,708,000 
6,332,000 



22,773,000 



TOTAL LOCAL EXPENDITURES ,..$236,708,000 
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^Excludes utility costs included in rent, 

2 

Three vehicles were purchased by employees In the sample at an average 
cost of $8,250. Extrapolating these findings suggests employees spend over $28 
million on new and used autos, trucks, and motorcycles annually* It is 
admittedly a questionable research practice to draw such a conclusion from a 
mere three purchases. However, this conclusion becomes more acceptable if 
examined logically. Three purchases per month out of a sample of 128 suggests, 
about a quarter of employee households purchase at least one vehicle annually. 
This is not unreasonable, especially if one considers that some households *oyn 
more than, one vehicle and that most households will replace their vehicles 
within a 4-5 yeat period* Nor is an average • vehicle *pur chase of $8,250 
unreasonable. 



Not all vehicles are purchased new, however. We make the assumption that 
one out of three is purchased used from private parties. These purchases affect 
the local economy in a different fashion than if vehicles were purchased new. 

A final caveat should be mentioned here regarding seasonal vehicle pur- 
chases. Our study examined vehicle purchases in the months of August through 
November, when new models become available. *To the extent that new (or used) 
vehicles are purchased more frequently at this time of year, our rough estimate 
will be even more biased. 

* ^We assume 20% of the total amount spent on transportation is for taxis, 
local bus companies, and travel agency commissions. The rest goes to local 
government for bus fares. „ 

^Excludes property taxes included in rents. 
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CHAPTER 4 
STUDENTS 

' * -J 

INTRODUCTION 

Students are the main reason that the University exists^ Student expends 
turos also^provida for the livelihood of many individuals and business concerns 
in Dane County. In this chapter, we describe the contribution made by students 
to the local economy* 

V 

HOW DATA WERE OBTAINED 

» * 

\ To ascertain student expenditures, 455 randomly selected students received 

* 

questionnaires in November 1983 asking them to v detail their monthly spending «> 
(see Appendix A).* To improve the response rate, we mailed follow-up postcards 
one week later to all students in the sample. In total, 266 questionnaires were 
returned for a response rate of 58%. 

EXTRAPOLATION OF MONTHLY EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES 

\ • ' , v 

The basis 'for extending monthly expenditures from the sample to annual 
expenditures for the student; body is student months spent in Madison. In the 
fall of 1983, there were 43,075 students enrolled at tfte University, followed by 
41 ,275 In the spring of 1984 and 15,529 durin^l984 summer session. . The first 
two figures were multiplied by* four months and the, summer session figure by 2 



To Improve the accuracy of our estimates of students 1 average expendi- 
tures, each student was randomly assigned to estimate expenditures during either 
September, October, or- November >of 1983. The logic of this procedure is 
detailed in Chapter 3* 
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months to obtain student months spent; at t; he University in 1983-84. 4 Thus, we 

#. 

estimate 368 ,450 student monthsr as our expansion factor* 

Some of the questions asked of students related to expenditures that only 
take place once a year, and others to balances in local financial 
institutions* Tb expand these to the student population, we use the spring 
enrollment figure of 41, 27 5. 3 

Our totals incorporate the expenditures of all students enrolled, including 

those with Dane County permanent addresses* One could argue that such students 

•» • 

would spend money in Dane County regardless* of the University's presence and 
should be omitted. However, there are probably few such students for the 
following rea$onst 

• Some students with Dane County permanent addresses are graduate students 
who obtain local addresses for the sake of convenience* If they were 

♦ 

not attending the University, they would be living elsewhere. 

• Some students with Dane County permanent addresses have lived here most 
or all of their lives; Hpwever, it is likely that without the Univer- 
sity's presence, they would be working or attending school elsewhere. 

Some students with Dane County permanent addresses might, still live here 

.. ♦ 

if not attending school, but only because of the cultural, political, 
atjd intellectual atmosphere created by the University. 



( 



2 In the 1971 study, a multiplier of 4.5 months was used. Because of vaca-* 
tion time, we ude a more conservative figure of 4 months for this study. Also, 
some summer session students attend for less than eight weeks, while others 
attend longer, assume the average is two months • 

3 CleArly f more than 41,275 different students were /hrolled in 1983-84. « 
However, it would be inappropriate to use the total number of different students 
enrolled since not all of them are here for the full school year. 
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STUDENT EXPENDITURES » * v 

Table 4-1 describes the average student's monthly expenditures* In 
Table 4-"2, these estimates qre expanded to 4the entire student body for the 

school year- Neither table includes/Student Expenditures to the University. 

y \ i 

These are detailed in Tablp 4-3, but are not lripluded as a part of the economic . 

impact of students since (the University is not considered as a part of the local 

economy in this study. \ 

«f . . ' \ • ■ . 

DISCUSSION \ ' 

The average student spent $547 a month locally oot including money given to 
the University. The average is based on all sttidentsy including those that live 
outside the county. Limiting the average to local students would result in a 
higher estimate. The nature of the total Impact of student expenditures on 
various typ.es of locql businesses is not surprising. TV|e largest recipients of 
student dollars were landlords > with about $20^.7 million^ in rents going to firms 

and fcbout $16.6 million being paid to individual landlbfcjs. Local food stores 
• ' ' ' j 

received about $24.4 million from students, and another $17.8 million went to 

local restaurants and bars, financial institutions held about $18 million in 

student checking and sfyare <dkaf t accounts, and about $40 million in student 

savings accounts. Other figures are detailed in Table 4-2. 

* * * 

Expenditures to utilities are probably understated at $17.6 million. Many 

■ V , 

rents include heat and electricity, so the above rent figures no doubt include a 
percentage which in actuality goes to either MadijBtm Gas and Electric or Wiscon- 
sin Power and Light. % x 

Local government received income from students an the form of property 
taxes, bus fares, Jfrdtrtoflic fines, to name the major categories. The property 
tax figure is understated at about $3.6 million, since some perceittag^ of rents 
ends up being paid to local government as property tax* ft we assume the per- 
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centage Is 25%/ then local government ultimately receives over $13-5 million 

from students In property taxes ♦ * 

Several cautions should be mentioned- As in the employee chapter , classi- 
f- 
ication problems are N a possibility since students classified expenditures them-* 

.selves* Also, this study did not investigate the spending pf student oc£aniza- 

tlons such as fraternities and sororities. To the. extent that such groups make 

wholesale purchases, our spending totals' are understated since these purchases 

we re-net included. . — 

* > 

It is worth mentioning that according to the UW-Madison Enrollment Report, 
about 23% of students are from qutside of Wisconsin. If we assume that out-of- 
state students spend^the same average amount locally as Wisconsin students, then 
the local and state economies receive $46. A milliotv because the UW-Madison 
"exports" its educational services and brings "foreign" dollars frQra elsewhere.^ 

A final note is in order regarding the accuracy of our estimated total of 
$201.6 millidl. If the corresponding 1971 study total is adjusted for inflation 
by the Consumer Price Index, it amounts to about $222 million. Given the 
expected degree of error in both studies and differing extrapolation procedures, 
the figures are in close enough accord to give us confidence that our estimate- 
Is reasonably close to the true amount. 



* 



^Figure obtained by" takid| 23% of the total in Table 4-2. 
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TABLE 4-1 . 1 

* , ' Average Monthly Student 'Expenditures* 

Telephone.. .... * $ ' 30 

Gas/electric 2 \ 17 

Department stores. • 37 

Apparel stored - 33 

Gasoline/auto partd and service.. 28 

Furniture/appliances. 5 

. Restaurants/bars. A8 

Groceries . . . . . . . 66 * ' 

Retail stores * *23 

Lodging . . # I 

Amusement s. . t * ♦ ^. . . 8 

"\ Households... 8 

Service charges/interest A ^ 

* Transportation ,. . 18 

Gove rnmen t ♦ • A 

Churches and charities. 9 

Personal /business services . . ^ 

. (instruction/ repair. . A 

Rent 4 ■ • 

Paid to businesses 208 

Paid to individuals ; 1 94 

Paid to non-profit organizations 130 

• i Insurance < 

Paid to vDane Coi^nty companies 71 

Paid to Dane County salespeople......*.... 8A 

representing out-of-county insurance companies 

Mortgage interest 0 ,.' 27 5 

Mortgage principal v 9j6 

Property tax (annual)" , 1,445 

Average checking balance A36 

Average savings \ balance 970 

^Averages are based on all students, including those that live outside of 
Dane .County. For these out-of -county students, only their Dane County expendi- 
tures are counted; Averages are therefore lower than they would be if only 
students with a Dane County residence were included. 
2 % 

This average excludes those utility costs which are included in rent. 

Refe^'to hotel/motel lodging in Dane County only. 

*\ 

Based only on' those students who pay rent. Percentage breakdown of sample 
as follows: 

27% pay* rent to businesses 

26% live in UW housing \ v ^ , 

' 23% pay rent to individuals " - 

10% commute from outside the county or live»at home-in Dane County and pay no rent 
R% v pay rent to non-profit organizations v 
6% own homes " 

< Ba§ed only on fhoee who purchase' insurance. Percentage breakdown of sample 

as follows*; v ^ v * 

11% pay insurance to Dane County firms '* 5% pay insurance to both. 

11% pay irtdurance to 'Dane County salespeople 73% pay np insurance 

•t Based on the 16 students in tike Sample who ^own homes* 

ERIC / . 50 
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J • TABLE 4-2 

total Student F4xpenditures 
Expenditures to Local Businesses 

Construction (repairs only) $ 1,336,000 

Utilities 

Telephone $11,210,000 
Gas/electrlic 1 " 6,416,000 

1 . • 17,626,000 

Personal and Business Services 8,139,000 

Finance, Insiiranoe, Real Estate 

Mortgage interest v 8*172,000 

Rent to businesses 20,727,000 

Rent to non-profit organizations 3,960,000 

Financial fees and interest 1,506,000 

* Insurance 2,995,000 ' • 

Insurance commission 477,000 

37,837,600 

Department stores . 13,697,000 

Food stores 24,393,000 

Vehicle purchases 2 5,924,000 

Auto service (parts, gasoline) 10,353,000 

Apparel stored % _ - 12,013,00.0 

Furniture and appliance stores 1,688,000 

Restaurants and bars ■ 17,824,000 

Other retail stores ' * • 8,364,000 

Lodging places * - 316,000 

Amusements ■ 2,980,000 

Transportation 3 t * 1 ,337 ,000 

TOTAL TO LOCAL BUSINESSES. • «g • $163,827,000 

Local government 

Property taxes^ 3,588,000 



Miscellaneous <bus, traffic 5,347,000 . ,/ 

fines, etc°. ) * * / 



8,935,000 

Local charitable organizations ' 3,213,000 y 




5*1 



/ 



/ 



Local households 7 
Auto 2 \ 5,924,000 

. Rent- 1^6 ,637 ,000 

Miscellaneous . - * . '3,088,000 

" ' % * 25,649,000 

TOTAL LOCAL RXPENDITURES. *■ »•»« $201,624,000 
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^Excludes utility costs included in rent. ° 

2 > 

No autos were purchased by students ,in our sample, although a number of 
students were making monthly payments on auto loans. We had no way of determin- 
ing where the purchases behind these loans occurred. Nonetheless, with over 
40,000 students, a number of vehicles are purchased locally, albeit infre- 
quently. To obtain a rough estimate we use the 1971 findings and adjust for 
inflation. Fifty percent of this amount is attributed to auto dealers, Vand 50% 
to private parties (i.e., households) because of the likelihood that many 
students purchase their vehicles used from private parties, this affects the 
local economy in a different fashion than if vehicles were purchased new. 

^We assune 20% of the total amount spent on transportation is for taxis, 
local bus companies, and travel agency commissions. The rest ^pes to local 
government for bus fa^es. . 



^Excludes property taxes included in rents < 
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TABLE 4-3. 



Student Expenditures to the IJW-Madison 
(1983-1984) 



1 



Academic fee^ 
Summer session 
First semester 
Second semester 
Other : 



$ 4,399,673 
31,859,46? 
29,684,072 
696,006 



$66,639,218 



Segregated fees 
Union 

Student health 
Intramurals 
Seg. fees allocable 
Seg. univ. fees activities 
committee 



Residence halls (includes food 
service, etc.) 
Single student dorms 
Student family apartments 
Co-op student housing 

Intercollegiate athletics 2 

3 .* 



1,788,227 
2,550,840 
628,390 
107,948 

°120,775 



.16,436,253 
2,135,171 
50,566 



5,196,180 



TOTAL- 



18,621,990- 



7 09,000 



,$91,166,338 



^These expenditures are not Included as a part of the economic Impact of 
students since the University Is no^ considered a part of the local economy In 
this study.. 

2 " ■'> ■ '• 

According to information provided by the Athletic; Department , about 

$709,000 Is spent by students on football, baske^tbail, and hockey tickets. 

** x ■ * 

Additional revenue comes to the University from students via other routes* 
However, University records do not distinguish among revenues from students and 
revenue fromi faculty , staff, or the general public for a number of categories* 
The** other revenue sources include Union operations, intranasal operations, 
copy centers, international studies, dairy plant, adult education, short course 
housing* library fines, publications, parking and transportation* 
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CHAPTER 5 
VISITORS . 

v « - 

INTRODUCTION 

One wGuld* expect a large university such as the UW-Madison to be a major 
attraction for visitors from outside the local community* As a top-ranked 
educational institution, it receives visits by scholars from all o^er the world. 
As a cultural center, it draws artists, musicians* and performers as well as 
audiences* The internationally recognized hospital and medical school servers . 

a magnet for those seeking advanced medical care* The Badger athletic program 

■ *< . 

*, 

appeals to fans from all over the*Midwest, who converge on Madison to watch 
their favorite teams play. Business people, union members, engineers and health 
professionals attend UW Extension seminars to expand their knowledge of the 
latent concepts and practices in their fields. Both parents and friends vi9it 
students on campus. Prospective students drive or fly in to evaluate what the 
next four years of their lives will be like* Alumni reminisce about the four 
years that have already passed. > * 

These visitors enrich the university and the community immeasurably by 
their presence* They also spend money* Each visit entails purchases of food, 
gifts, lodging, and other Items. ^ x v 

In total, we estimate that almost 2 million out~of~county visitors spent 
4.6 million visitor-day* in Dane Couftty cfuring the V983-*198[4 academic year 
because of the UW-Madison* Their total expenditures amounted to about $140. 
million, with $38 billion of this* amount coming from outside Wisconsin* We 
describe in the rest of this chapter how these totals wete derived^. 

ESTIMATING VISITS AND EXPENDITURES 

Counting visitors and calculating theif expenditures proved to be the most 
''difficult part of the entire study. To' facilitate the process, different types 
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of visitors wefce divided into five distinct worktnjg categories: visitors to 

(i • 

athletic events and programs, parents, friends of students, frlends.of Univer-> 
s.ity employees, and visitors on University-related business. We then obtained 
information f rom, a number of different sources: *V 

' • , * . :.. • ^ .. / 

• a survey of spectators at football games • 

• Athletic Department ticket record 9 'J * s ^ 
a survey of parents of UW-Mad$*o'n students 

. • four different surveys of UW-Madison <stud.ents ^ 

• a survey of UW-Madison employees 

V \ 1 - ... o " o ' 

a survey of all University- departments , Centers, institutes, and 
• administrative offices '< m 

° ■ ' o. 

two studies of patients and patient visitors conducted by University 

♦ • " c» 

Hospital and Clinics • n 

* / o 

three different surveys of conference visitors 

data from the Greater Madison Convention andtyisitors Bureau and the ° 
Greater Madison Chamber of Commerce ■ * 

DespJite this extensive research effort, some data of interest remained 
elusive* tn the following discussion, we indicate where data was "obtained 0 from 

■ » 0 v 

surveys and- where it was occasionally "guesstimated" using educated assumptions* 

VISITORS TO ATHLETIC EVENTS AND PROGRAMS 

Anyone in a Madison restaurant, bar, or parking lot on a football Saturday wit- 
nesses a graphic illustration af university visitors contributing to the local 
economy* To measure the economic impact of these out-of-county football fans* we 
distributed a total of 1,600 surveys to randomly selected fans at Camp Randall: 400 
at each of four home games in the fall of 19B3# Six hundred and nine surveys were 
returned by mail for a response rate of 38% (see Appendix A). 
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From the surveys, we calculated average fan expenditures for each of a dozen or 
90 business categories. The average football fan spent $31 a game In total exclud- 
lng tickets. The category averages were multiplied by out-.of-county fan attendance 
for the footbal&season to obtain an estimate of football spectator expenditures for., 
games by category. Details are presented in Tables 5-1 ajid 5-2. 

„ TABLE -5-1 / . 

Estimation of Out-of -County Football > 

- v Fan Attendance *■ 6 

f 

1) Season sales to general public^.... 183,141 

Less 53% from Dane County**. - 97,065 

Equals out-of-county season ticket sales 86,076 

i) Single game sales 162,727 

Les^ student tickets* ...... - 5.717 1 

Less faculty/staff tickets . .... - 1,157 

Equals single game sales to general public 155,853 

Less 50% from Dane County 5 .......... - 77,927 

Equals out-of-county single game ticket sales 77.927 

> 

3) Free, admissions.* * . . . v . . . 23,6.1^^** ■;■ ' 

Less 75% from Dane County' . - 17,714 

Equals out-of-county free admissions 5.905 

4) Visiting team block tickets 18,875 

Sub-total. > . . . ;;.X. 188, 783 

Less 14% parent visits**.... * r 1 1 f ?Vt- - 26 430 

TOTAL 162,353 1 

1, 



All figures derived from Athletic Department ticket iMes records except 
where noted. .■ v.v' "\ 



'Excludes students and University employees. 



t 



Estimated from a random sample of 730 addresses of nori--8tudent and non- 
employee season ticket holders. , 

*The 5,717 9ingle game student tickets purchased represent 6.9% of* total 
student season ticket sales. We assume this percentage also applles r .to faculty 
and staff single ticket purchases. . ' 

•^Estimated by Athletic Department. 

6 ■ ■ » 

Fourteen percent of the survey respondents had children attending the IJW- 

Madlson. To avoid double-counts with parent visits, we subtract this percentage 
from the subtotal* " 
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TABLE. 5-2 



total Expenditures by Out~of-County 

1 2 

Football Fans*'* 

* • Total Fan 

Expenditure 

Transportation. . > .* « w $ 19,000 

Personal Services ................ 88,000 

Department Stores". 662,000 

C; othing. :. . ,\ 41 1 , 000 

Gasoline and Auto Bepair..- 551,000 

Furniture i.. 115,000 

Food and Drinks . V 1,998,000 

Retail Stores 131,000 

Lodging 3 . 786,000 

Amusements * t, 36 , 000 

Government. » ; I33,000 f 

Households...*.. • 132,000 j 

TOTAL* i • * $5,062,000 

^Based on 609 responses and .(total season out-of-county attendance of ^62 ^ 3 53 . 

^Because fans with children attending the UW-Madlson are omitted and auto 
purchases are omitted, the figures presented In this table differ frt>ra those 
presented In a 1984 Athletic Department report based on Identical data entitled 
"Football Saturdays: A Lopk at the Personal Characteristics and Spending Pat- 
terns of Football Ticket-Holders living Outside of JOane County." • *■ 

^ ^Twenty-four«percent of fans spend at least one night in Madison\ifefore or 
after the game. ' » 

*T?kis table omits $2.3 million in expenditures to the UW-Madlson (primarily 
tickets) since Che University is not considered as a part of the •►local economy 
in this study. 
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We thus estimate that; UW-Madison football v has an impact of about five 

'. . « ■ 
million ^dollars in direct expenditures on tjie local economy . 

Aside from football games , two other athletic series are well-attende^d ; 

basketball and hockey. Season attendance in 1983-1984 for hockey was 200,126* 

\ 

Approximately 32,500 fans, or 16.25%, wer»e estimated as coming from out-of~ 
cbunty. Fo&*fra8ketball, season attendance was 98,280, with approximately 20%, 
or 20,000, from out-of-county 

No expenditure data Wer$ obtained. However, it is probable that fan expen- 
ditures are considerably J,ess for these sports than for football. These sports 
events often take place on week nights, when fanjs must drive in after a day's 
work, and leave immediately after the gara|. Colder weather is also a factor 
. inf luenciYig spending. We thus conservatively estimate thfit the economic impact 
from out-of-county attendees of these sports is in the vicinity of $56*0,000, or 

about $10 per visitor.* 

. - - ' a 

The Athletic Department's programs bring other visitors in addition to 
f$ns. An estimated 8,700 athletes and athletic staff from other universities 
came to the UW-Madison for an average of two days during the 1982-1983 academic 
year. We assume a similar figure for the 1983^-1984 academic year, and estimate 
their total . expend! tures at $783,000 based on an Athletic Department estimate of 
$45 per athlete per day. v 

Still other types of visitors frequent Camp Randall. Individuals* par tici~ 
pate in conferences and seminars , prospective students investigate programs, and 
alumni return to see their favorite coaches. We combine these visitors with the 
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Percentage estimate for hockey obtained from a Dane County Coliseiflh study 
whLch found that 16.25% of season hockey ticket holders were from out-of-county < 
OutJf-of-county basketball attendance estimated by Athletic Department. 
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rerft of the University when we discuss these categories later in the section 
entitled "Visitors on University-Related Business V s 

In sura,- the UW-Madison Athletic program was responsible for about 223,000 
visitors to Dane County in 1983-1984, with an estimated direct impact of about^. 
$6.3 million. . 



VISITS BY PARENTS AND FAMILY 

The sight of a student on campus accompanied by look-alikes of various ages 

is a familiar one.^ Parents, brothers, and sisters of students comprise one of the 

major groups of visitors to campus. Frequently, they come .for a football weekT. 

* . 

end, for a special event involving the student, or Just to deliver the student 
, and his or her paraphernalia in the fall and reload again in the springe 

To count parent visits and assess their expenditures, we etaployed five sur- x 
veys. The major survey, addressed "To the parents ,of ,* went to 300 randomly 
selected permanent addresses of students who indicate^ on their registration form 
that their permanent address was outside of Dane County (see Appendix A) e Two 
hundred twenty-two usable surveys were returned for a response rate of 74% e 

The suryey was conducted in November, 1983 when the academic 'year was only 
a few months olde In the questionnaire we asked parents to estimate the total 
number of visits during the academic year, including those not yet made. Ninety- 
two percent of parents who responded said they would visit, with an average of* 
4.8 visits a year. However, because of the way in which data was collected, we 
suspeijt ^social desirability effect may be present; i.e., parents^may overesti- 
mate whether they visit, and if so, how often. There is no way to determine how 
much error this Introduces. However, in partial defense, it should be noted 
that 78% of the parents surveyed had already visited at least once, no doubt to 
bring their son or daughter to campus. 
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Another possible ^ource of error stems frbra response bias , i .e . , non-visit- 
ing parents may have been less likely to complete the^survey than visibing 
parents.. We anticipated this problem and tried to control for it by asking 
parents in the letter accompanying the survey to return the questionnaire even 
if they had no plans to visit. .Also, t>e unusually high response rate (74%) 
makes it even more unlikely that this type of error is of consequence. 

With these points in mind, we estimate 101,200 parent visits in this 
category. Our calculations are illustrated in Table 5-3. 

There are still several other categories of students with parents who may 
Visit besides tfiose students with out-of-county addresses.. Students who list * 
permanent addresses in Dane County may still have parents outside the county, 
and foreign students may also'receive visits from their families. Married 
students might be visited by in-laws. * 

To count these visits, randomly selected undergraduates with Dane County 

s 

permanent addresses received phone calls. Graduate students with Dane County x 

■ \ < 

permanent addresses and foreign students were sent special surveys, and married 

■i 

students were asked about in-law visits in series of questions on the general 
student survey discussed in Chapter 4 of this report* The results are described 
in Table^5-3, which illustrates 27,700 additional visits for a total of 128,900 
parent visits. 

We adjust this figure downward to ref leer parent visits in which the 
primary- purpose is business, this wa^i determined from a question on the ma^or 

parent survey, revealing that 9.5% of parents came to Madison primarily for 

business reasons. ^ ' * 
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* ~ TABLE 5-3 

* • IjTfl I _L. .1 I - i ■ i ■ l 

Estimation of Parent Visits 

A JB £ _E JF G 

Potential 

Ad Justed Percent Parent Percentage Average Total 

Category for with Parents Vislts % Who Actually Numter of Visits * 

Category s Size 1 Siblings 2 Outside Dane (BxQ Visit Vis\^k (DxExF) 

All students with permanent 25,586 22,925^ 100 22,925 ,92 4.8 101,200 

addresses outside Dane 1 * 

Undergrads with nane 8,613 7,717 .37 2,855 .63 5*0 -9,000 
permanent address 

Grads with Dane permanent A, 237 • 3,796 ,82 3,113 ,52 4*0 6,500 

address . v 

Specials with Dane permanent 2,088 1,871 ,37 * 692 .63 5.0 2,200 

address * 

Foreign students 6 2,551 2/50jD ' 100 2,500 .39 1.0 1,000 

In-law visits 7 3,700 — .75 2,800 .85 $.8 9,000 

(non-student dpouses) jf s 

PARENT VISITS > 128, 900 

Less approximately 9.5% visits for business purposes 0 - 1 2,200 

TOT^L VISTTS* ....».••*.... ♦ v... . . 116,700 

*6t ... , ' ' ■ J 

, 'OB 



to 



Baaed on figures from the registrar's office. TotaJ 19tf3 fall enrollment was A3. 075. 

2 



The major mall survey of 222 parents showed 20.8% of students have a brother or sister who Is also a UW-Madlson student. 
Since for these students parent visits would be double counted, we adjusted by subtracting half of this percentage from each 
category size, excluding foreign students. Parents with more than one child attending were not found to visit more frequently 
and there was no statistically significant difference between Wisconsin and non-Wisconsin parents in the number of children ' 
attending the IJW-Madlaon. 

3 ■ ' s 

Estimates In columns C, E, and F were derived from the major mail survey *f 222 parents, excluding those who came for 
business purposes. The percentage of parents who actually visit at least once was not different statistically between 
Wisconsin parents and non-Wisconsin* parents . Among those parents who do visit there was a statistically significant differ- 
ence In 'visit frequency. Non-Wisconsin parents visit an average of 3.8 times per year. This is not surprising when one con- 
siders that about half of out-of-state parents live in Minnesota or. Illinois. Wisconsin parents visit an average of. 5.3 times 
a year. In the table we group non-Wisconsin and Wisconsin parents together using a weighted average for -the purpose of sim- 
plification. < * , . 

, , J R<,t !^ tGfl COlumna C « E » and F were derived from a telephone, survey of undergrads with Dane County permanent addresses 
yielding ill usable responses. 

.Estimates In columns C, E, and F were derived from a mall survey of graduate students with Dane County permanent * 
addresses yielding 50 usable responses. . r u 

^Estimates lh columns C, E, and F were derived from a mall survey of foreign students yielding 23 usable responses* 

To determine In-law visits (i.e., visits by parents of student spouses where spouses are not also students) we added a 
series of questions to the student survey discussed in Chapter h of this report. Thirteen percent of students are married 
and two-thirds have a spouse who is not also a student, yielding an estimated 3,700 students in this category. Estimates in 
columns 0, ,P,, and F were derived from responses given by the 36 students In the survey who were married. 



The major mall survey of 222 parents showed 9.5% visited Madison pr lmari ly f or business purposes. We subtract this 
percentage so the final total ref lectsonly visits to students. ■ f , 

9 N 
This final-figure does not reflect either the average number of parents and siblings who visit each time or the length 
of their stay. Tt only represents visits by parent "parties" of Indefinite size staying for an indefinite number of days. 
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Table 5-4 presents expenditures categofcized by their benefit to Dane County 
businesses* Expenditure averages were derived from the major parent survey, ayid 
we make the ^assumption that these figures ap^ly to all student categories. 
Averages were based only on those parents who did ^ot come primarily for busi- 
ness reasons, because business expenditures are likely to be higher than student 
0 

visit expenditures, inflating the averages* The average student visit expendi- 
ture was- $165 excluding vehicle purchases.^ / 
Two cautions need,, to be made regarding this average. First, it. is very / 

n * I 

likely that expenditures by parents of foreign students are higher than the / 
average 'parent expenditure, but our sample of foreign students was too small for 

any meaningful amounts to be determined. Second, we note that J.t is possible 

• * i 

that our $165 expenditure figure may be oryt^he high side in th^ context of the 
entire academic year. Parents may be likelier to spend more aff the beginning of 
the school year, when we collected our data/ than later in t^e school year. 
Since we have no educated basis for adjustment, and cannpt j^e certain there is a 
spending decline from visit to visit, we leave the figures/as they are. 

In sunraaiSy, we estimate 116,700 parent visits- with aja. estimated direct 
impact of about $19.2 million. f 
VISITS BY FRIEND^ OF STUDENTS / 

The^ual combination of long-time student friendships and Madison's charm© ' 

would be expected to attract a number of non-family visitors to UW-Madison\ students 

To determine how many friends qame and what they spent, we included several ques<- 

(L 

tions oh the general student survey discussed in Chapter 4. These questions asked\ 

* ' ' \ 

students not to count visits by parents. Our findings are presented in Table 5~5,^ 

\ 

with total expenditures estimated at approximately $45.5 million. ^ 

v ■ • . 

2 

See section of this chapter entitled "Vehicle Purchases by Visitors/ 1 



— ' ' TABLE 5-4 

S 1 ' ' 

Total Expenditures by Parents 

Transportation ...... $^ A73,000 

Personal Services , , 3-13,000 

Department Stores....... » .. .. 2,516,000 

Clothing. . N 3,A12,000 

Gasoline and Auto Repair •» 1,711,000 

Furniture 1,058,000 

Food and prinks , » . 5, 63 A, 000 

Retail Stores v 866,000" 

Lodging J . ............. 2,688,000 

Amusements \ 26A 000 

Government.... 17i;000 

Households. 1U,0Q0 

TOTAL 3 . ; $1 9 ,217 ,000 

i \ , 

\ ■ <. 

Based on, 158 responses fty parents who Ypd already* visited. Visits for 
business purposes were not indfruded in the analysis. I 

2 v 
Seventeen percent of parents pay an average of $92 for lodging 
Presumably, the rest either do not stay overnight or stdfcr with their son or 
daughter. This dollar figure, tafcher than being a dailjj average, represents 
their total visit expenditure on lodging. 

This table does not include $2.2 million in expenditures to the 
University, since the University Is not considered as a 
economy in this study. 

% • 



)art of the local 
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TABU 3-5 

* Visitl by Friends of Students 

1 * 

Survey findings * 

Average number of visitor's per month.* ♦ 2*0 

Average length of stay.,.. < 2.5 days 

Average dally expenditure 2 ............. $27 

Estimate of visits 

* Total visits during regular scho&l year J 689,000 

0 Total visits during summer school\. # 61 t 000 

Total visits \ .... ^ 7537555 




Estimate of visitor-days 

Total visitor-days .. • 1,875,000 

(Tbtal visits x 2.5) v 

r 

Estimate of expenditures to local economy 

Total expenditures .\ • $50,625,000 

(Visitor-days x $27) « ' • 
* 

Less approximately 10% expenditures.. - 5/125,000 

to UW -Madison 5 

TOTAL. > $45,500,000 

h 

Students estimated friends' expenditures. See Table 5-6, footnote 2. 



Based on 266 responses. 

2 



3 

^Based on an 8-month school year and a student enrollment of 43,075. 

^Based on a 2-month summer session and a student enrollment of 15,025. We 
assume the survey findings also apply to the summer. 

^We were unabJLe to determine from our data what percentage of expenditures 
by friends of students were made to the University. Our rough approximation of 
10% is based on percentages from the other surveys we conducted. 

c * ! . 

( ; ' ■ ■ ■ 

We Identified three factors which may have an effect on tMe accuracy of 
this estimate. The first of these factors contributes to underestimation. 
While at first glance the $45.5 million f igure v may seem to be somewhat high, it 
actually omits many college-age visitors who come to Madison simply to party 



* * 
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4 • \ \ 

because of the University's presence. For example^ \t he annual student-sponsored 
Halloween party on State S^et fa*s an- attendance olU 50,000-L0d,000. Many of 
'these reveleVs would not be included in our estimated i'f they do not stay with 
student friends. 

The second factor may contribute to overestVation. It is possible that,* 
in completing the survey, students included their roommate's visitors as well as 
their own, resulting in double-counts. We have no basis for determining if this 
effect is sizable or not, so we assume students followed instructions on the ' 

9 r 

survey properly. 

The third factor may also lead to Overestimation. If student's friends 
also attend football games they could be double-counted. We believe this effect 
is alight since less than 6% of the out-of-county football fans in the survey 
discussed earlier were of college age. * |\ 

4 

t , 

visits by Friends of university employees 

Faculty members and other University employees are likely to entertain 
guests at their homes on a regular basis. To count these guests, we included 
several questions on the general employee survey discussed in Chapter 3. Our 

findings are presented in Table 5-6, with total expenditures estimated at 

• ('^ 

approximately $27.3 million. The estimate does' not include UW Extension faculty. 

This figure also does not include Visitors on University bus^ess, as the 
survey questions asked respondents specifically, to omit such visitors from their 
count. Although it may include some football visitorS^ the number ^overlapping 
is unlikely to be large.* More than three-fourths of out-of-couhty football fans 
go home after the game and only 3% stay more than two* nights, while the average 

« 

employee guest stay is 4 days. And though there may also be an occasional 

overlap with parent \Hsits , the amount. is probably so slight 'that they ate 

f / 

.likely to have a negligible effeCtt on^Our totals. 
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We^do, however, adjust our figures downward to reflect those visitors who 
come to Dane County primarily for business purposes* 

TABLE 5-6 

Visits by Friends of University Employees 

Survey findings* * . • *. 

Average nuhber of visitors per month • , . 2.2 

Average length of stay.... 4.0 days 

Average dally expenditure $26 

. . V- • . * * ' 

ggtlmate of visits 

Total year visits^ ....... * 314,000 

Estimate of vlaltor-daya 

Total visitor-days.... ; 1,256,000 

(Total visits x 4.0J 

Less approximately 10% of, visitor-days * ■■• 1,130,000 

for business purposes 



Estimate of expenditures to local economy 



To ta.V expenditures. t . . $29,380,000 

v (Visitor-days x $26) 

Less approximately 7% expenditures - 2,080,000 

made to UW-Madison 

TOTAL \ ...... .... $27,300,000 

• \ 1 ■ ' •** : 

1 Based on 128 responses. t 

University, etnplo^es estimated f riends f ^expenditute , a. The average, figure 
Is $1 lower than studewti friends 1 expend ltuc.ee, which possibly suggests this 
estimate is either too"'low or the student estimate too high. Based on our esti- 
mates of the Average daily Viiitor expend ifure^Talble 5-10), we believe the/' 
former, but nevertheless "forego adjusting our'Yigtities . V'; V.*,\ . i \ 



3 ■ ' 

^Based ori a twelve-month year and ^11,91.1; Uhiyerjsity -.'fcmp^dye* households .- 
See Chapter 3, footnote 3. \ / - • " I- t ;" \ \ \'[ # k ^ ' ^ v 

^ * Some percentage of the .V^ttars^t^ VniiVetsA.t^ emplbyees^ac'tually-'have' non- : \ 
University business in Madison As the ^rim^f y "puarpbae \f fchsir visit. We use an* > J \. 
estimate of 10X based on the findings of the patent stirVey (Table '5-5). 

■*We were unable to determine from djtfr data what percentage of expenditures by 
friends of University employees were made to t)ie University. Otir rough approximation of 
7.X Is based on percentages from the other tfj&rveys we'condyctfed and the probability that 
friends of eraployees .spend less money to the University thari would friend,s of students. 



VISITORS. ON UNI VERS ITY-RELATJJD BUSINESS 

Considering the slae and stature of the University of Wisconsin~Madi9on, a 
large and vastly diverse parade of daily* visitors is to be expected. These 

m 

visitors attend conferences, repair .sophisticated laboratory instruments! recite 
poetry , Interview for University positions , lefcrn about recent scientific 
.advances, review grants, or play symphonies. This list; describes but a fraction 

0 

of the reasons for visiting t he *J^IW -Madison on business!! * Counting and categoriz- 

ing these visitors proved to be the raofct formidable task of this study. 

? 

Each administrative office, department, centejr, .and insti tuCe " a t the UW- 
Madison received a survey in the fall of 1983 diking fat visitor counts in a 

mr 

variety^? categories during the 1982-83 school year (see AppeWlx A). Respon- 

dents we^e -asked to put eac$ visitor in only one category. Out of the 377 who * 

received questionnaires , 2^9 replied for a response rate of approximately 63%. 

The counts which folloy based on these replies can,> however, only be con- 

\ 

sidered very rough approximations for the following reasons; 

Although departments, etc. were asked in two different places on the 
survey to x^onfine their visitor counts to those visitors who came from 
outside of Dane County, it is possible that a few departments still 
included local visitors. 

Si nce y d apartments were asked for 1982-83; visitor cpunt^s, it is neces-* 
'.Ww^Ao assume that the numbers are fairly constant from year-to-yeat \ 
'in order to apply them to 1983-84* 

• Virtually all departments estimated their visitor counts from memory 
since hard burneCylV. daxa was not kept* 

• ■ For several visitor categories, Such as* salespeople or prospective 
students f It Is especially likely that more than one department counted 

*the same visitor. • 
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Some departments, comtftnecF their counts whide others requested addl- 
tional surveys far various individuals and groups within a department * 
It was thus not possible in certain instances tQ determine if a depart^ 
ment was overlooked or if two respondents in the same department 
counted the same visitor; 

Different departments may tjave Refined visitor categories differently* 

i 

There is probably a slight degree! of overlap among visitors on Univer- 
sity-related business and several of the visitor cat^^orles discussed 
earlier* For example, some friends of students may also b6 double- 
counted as prospective students'* Some of the alumni who attend foot- 
ball games may stay in Madison until the following Mqpday to conduct 
business with the University and are counted twice* However, there 
should be no overlap with either parent visits or visits by friends of 
employees since we anticipated this problem and adjusted our estimates 
accordingly. 

Except for UW Extension conference* participants , we do not include 
visitors to UW Extension^ departments and offices* j 
It was necessary to extrapplate from the 63% who replied t6 the entire 
Uhiversity* If the 37% who did not reply had fewer visitors on average 
than the 63% who d # id reply, our extrapolation would be too high* If, on 
the other hand, the 37% consisted largely of departments who failed to 
reply because of the difficulty and time involved in counting their 
numerous visitors > cwr estimates would be low* We wert unable to deter- 
mine* empirically which, if either, was the case* Gemination of the non 
respondent list, however, revealed a number of departments that could be 
expected to receive a larger thart average number of visitors. In the 
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visitor categories that follow, we conservatively assume that non- 
respondents have the same average number of visitors as respondents* 



( • 



Conference/ Seminar At tenders w ^ 

The UW-Madison and Extension offer an extremely broad range of seminars, 
conferences, and workshops target^ at virtually every segment of society • 

Approximately 40,100 conferees from outride of Dane County attended UW -Madison 

i \ 

functions for a total of 135,600 visitqr-days . An additional, 2 5,200 attended UW . 

K*ten*lon< programs, for a total of 58,900 visitor days.\ The UW-Madia&n depart- ' 

\ ■ 

ments with the largest attendance figures are listed in Table 5-7. 



- TABLE 5-7 

UW-Madisop Departments with the Largest 
Conference/ Seminar Attendance 



De partment 



School of. Business 

Intercollegiate Athletics * * 

TnetrdCit tonal Media Dtstr tbut ion 
Center 

Meat and Dairy Science 

Experimental Farms 



Visitors 

3,732 
2,235 
1,03*5 

1,500 
2,580 



• • V 

Visitor-Days 

'41,939 '. 
13,410 ■ '"' 
3,623 

3,000 
,2,580 



9 

ERIC 



-*We used two extrapolation techniques to obtain visitor totals by category 
of visitor. The first simply involved 'dividing the total sum of all visitors in 
a given category obtained from the 239 surveys by .63, the response rate. The 
second involved calculating category averages by school or major group, multi- 
plying by the size of the group, and summing across groups. W<| conservatively 
chose the smaller of the two resulting totals. For visitor-day totals we used 
the first technique oAly. # 

' ■ * * ' ' ' * 

IJW Extension official records show 31 , 3R8 conferees and 73,213 visitor 
days. However, an examination of conference rosters tilting 5,394 conferees 
revealed that 19.6% had a home address inside' of Dane County, so these conferee! 
were eliminated from our coufit. * * 



/ 
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jtoeakers/Lecturers/Performers ^ \ 

m ; — 1 — 

Numerous Individuals of academic, political, or artistic . renown appear on 
campus* An estimated 4,000 qame during the 1982-83 academic year for a total of 
9,800 visitor-days. This count omits performers and large performing groups 
appearing at Memorial Union'since data was unavailable in a uaable form. Also 
omlttel are estimates of out-o-f-county^ audience. member attendance. We chatrSe to 
ignore these visitors for two reasons. The first is that we assume most of 
their expenditures were made to the University rather than the local economy. 
The second is that it was simply impractical to try and count them. 

VI si ting Sc holars/ Sc lent is t s/ Ar ti a t s/ 
Mfedical Practitioners/Educators 

Academics and professionals who are not considered UW-Madlson faculty^* 
academic staff frequently come, to campus, for extended periods to confer with 
colleagues or conduct research. Approximately , 4, 000 such individuals visited 
for a total ,pf 63,200 visitor days. «■ 

- Vis i ting /Ad June t Fa cul ty/ St a f f , * ' 

S Visiting faculty from other universities and colleges (on UW-Madison pay- 
roll) enric*\ the campus each school year. Approximately 800 visiting faculty 
members came in 1982-83 for an approximate, total of 63,100 visitor days. How- 
ever, since these individuals are counted as faculty members we do qot include 
them in our« visitor totals. ' 

Prospective Student* 

i 

Since .Qhoice of a college or,, university is clearly a major life decision, * 

I 

it is to be expected that many students and working adults who are- considering 
various schools would visit the campus.. We initially estimate that 31,400 such 
students came in 19a2-B3 for a total of 45,200 visitor days. It is probable, 
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hqyever, that this total la highly inflated due to multiple*' counts of the same 
student visiting different departments. If we conservatively assume that every 
student was counted three times, we arrive at a figure of ^approximately 10,000, 
with a jltojected visitor-*days total of 1-4,400^ 

Candidates for Faculty/ Staff Positions ' 

A university recruits, selects, and hires applicants for open positions 
* . - ■ <j 

Just as any other organizatidn doe^. Approximately 3,300 individuals came to 

Madison to be interviewed, for a total of 6,200 visitor day's. 
Placement Interviewers . 



Large corporations as well as smaller Wisconsin businesses come to Madison 
to recruit Job-hunting seniors, masters' degree candidates, and highly skilled 
Ph.D. students. About 4,300 such recruiters came to Madison for t approximately 
8,400 visitor days* As might be expected, the largest totals were provided by 
the placement orffices at the College of Engineering and School of Business. 

Business and Industry Representatives 

Individuals from business firms all over the United States visit the UW- 

Madison to take advantage of faculty expertise, learn about new scientific 

\ * 

developnents , and Jointly conduct research. In addition, to t help Support the 
UW-Madison's sophisticated computers, consultants representing, the manufacturer 
locate at the computer site to provide assistance. About 5,800 such business 
representatives yisited in*1982-83 for a total of 18,900 visitor-days . * 



'H/e use this same adjustment procedure logic for several other visitor 
categories. Vfhile admittedly arbitrary, it is preferable to % overcounting. 



' ,4 
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Foundation/ Non-Prof It Agency Representatives 

The UW~Madison, with the third largest research budget of any university in 

* 

Che UnltedvStates, is at the forefront of advances in all fields. To some - 

0 

extent this research is supported financially by nongovernmental agencies which 
send representatives to campus to investigate grant applications and inspect * 
,work done on grants already awarded. About 700 such representatives visited 
campus for an approximate total of 800 visitor^iays . 

U.S. Government Ageticy Representatives 

Government agencies send representatives to investigate grant applications 
and review research progress. Approximately 1,300 government representatives 



visited for a total of 2,600 visitor-days 



Foreign Government; Agency Representatives 

Numerous foreign codntries send delegations to the UW-Madispn for a variety 
of purposes. About 12,800 such visitors came to Madison for a total of 14,000 
visitor-days. 

Technical Advisors/Consultants 

The complex nature of research laboratory instruments $md computer hardware 
and software requir| technical expertise not always available among UW-Madison 
faculty and staff. Construction also requires considerable outside assistance. 
About 2 r 200 technical advisors and consultants visited for a total of 8,900 
visitor-days. ■ 

if 

Sales and Repair People \> 

Both textbook salespeople and representatives of pharmaceutical fjf.rras find 
the UWHtodisdji an attractive market.; In addition, the University makes a never- 
ending Array of necessary purchases*, each ^f which corresponds to a saiespersbn 



eager for a sale. University typewriters, word processors and copy machines 
break down on a disappointing but predictable basis, and more sophisticated • * 
instruments may ne^l adjustment or calibration. For all of these reasons and 
many others, an initial estimate of 13,000 visitors and 27,300 visitor-days in 
this category is not surprising. This figure must, however, be adjusted down- 
wards to reflect the possibility of multiple counts of the same visitor. If we 
assxme each visitor is counted twice, our adjustments lead to estimates of 6,500 

visitors and 13,700, visitor-days. ^ 

t 

Viaitinft Alumni 

Many graduates of the UW-Madison miss their alma mater, is is reflected 
by the return visits of approximately 9,600 in 1982-83 for a total of about 
15,100 visitor-days. 

Patients and Patient Visitors 

The outstanding, reputation of the Medical School and University Hospital 
and Clinics attracts patients from the entire United States and many foreign 
countries^ About 152,000 patients came to Madison for a total of 271,000 
patient-days during 1982-83. 6 These patients had 143,000 visitors for an 
additional total of 270,500 visitor-days. 



Other Visitbrs 



A variety of otrfer types of visitors came to the UW-Madison. Table,5-8 



provides a description of some of tffe larger totals 



• v These figures based on estimates provided by University Hospital and 
Clinics and various Medical School departments; 12,850 hospital patients stay 
for aa average of 8.7 days, 130,000 clinic patients stay for an average of ,1.1 
days, atad the remainder visit the Medical School. 



56 



TABLE 5-8 
♦ 

Other Visitors to the University in 1982-83 



Type of Visitor Number' Visitor-Days 

Eivehjem Museum 1 17,500 17,500 

American Dairy Sciences 2,000 6,000 # 

Association * • » * 

Summer Orientation and 1,«800 3,600 

Advising for Registration 

Parents. of Prospective Students 1,150 2,300 * 

Board of Regent Meetings 1,000 , 2„000 

PPA Judging Contest " 2,000 # 2,000 , • 

Truck Unes 1,250 * 1,300 

Memorial Ubrary 2 1,000 , 1*000, 

Arboretum 1,000* • 1,000 

Miscellaneous 8,000 10,000 

TOTALS • 36,700 * * 46,700 



x The Elvehjera Museum originally estimated 35,000 out-of-county visitors. 
We halve this figure based on further input from museum staff to adjust for 
double-counting of people who visited the museum while on a parent visit, busi- 
ness visit, etc 

* ! 
^Memorial Library was unable to provide data on out-of-county visitors iju a 

usable form. '1,000 is our conservative (and probably low) estimate. I * 

• ' ' ' ' \ • . 

* Table 5-9 summarizes the totals described above. The University of Wisconsin- 
Madison receives almost half-a-raillion out-of-county visitors on University busi- 
ne$s, who collectively generate approximately a, million visitor-days* We roughly 
estimate, based on analysis of the datau that .approximately 25% are from outside of 
Wisconsin. 7 



7 Fifteen percent of patients and patient-visitors are from out-of-state and 40% 
of other visitors on University-related business are from outaide of Wisconsin. 



TABbE, 5-9 



, Summary of Visitors on- University-Related Busines8 



Type of Visitor 



Number of Visitors 



UW-Madlaon Conferences 
'UW, Extension Conferences 
Speakers 

Visiting Scholars 
-Prospective Students 
Candidates for Positions I 
"Placement Interviewers 
-Business Representatives 
Foundation Representatives 
,U.S. Government Representatives 
Foreign Government Representatives 
y Technical Advisors 
Salespeople 
Alumni 
Patients 
Patient Visitors 
Other 

TOTALS • • 



AO, 100 
25,200 
A, .000 
A, 000 
10,000 
3,300 
A, 300 
5,800 
700 
/ 1,300 
f 12,800 
2,200 
6,500 
9,600 
152,000 
1A3.000 
36,700 
A61.500 



Visitor-Days; 



7 



155, 
58, 
9, 
63, 
1A, 
6, 
8, 
18, 

2, 
14, 
8, 
13, 
15, 
271, 
270, 
A6. 



600 
900 
800 
200 
A 00 
200 

Aoo 

900 
800 
600 
000 
900 
700 
100 
000 
500 
700 
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Expenditures by Visitors on University-Related Business 

It was not feasible for us to obtain expenditure estimates by visitor - 
category since visitors are scattered all over the university, and we lacked the 
large-scale resources, needed to do an adequate job of tracking them down. 
Instead, we obtained expenditure estimates from four^ sources^: 

• 408 randomly selected out-of-oounty participants in UW' Extension 
conferences, workshops, and seminars 

• 69 randomly selected participants in the Bank Administration Institute program 
„ «^UJ^ randomly selected participants in the Graduate School of Banking program 



• Data from the Greater Madison Convention and Visitors Bureau. 



v 



'8 

Response rates cannot be reported since we did not ' determine if questional 
na^-es were discarded because respondents were Dane County residents. " 
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Table 5-10 sunmarizes the findings. 



TABLE 5-10 



Daily Expenditure Estimates fo£ Visitors 
on UniversityHftelate4 Business 



Data Source 



r (l) UW Extension 
Conference 
participants 

(2) 

•6) 

(*) 



(5) 
(6) 

(7) Greater "Madison 
Convention and 
Visitors Bureau 



36 

240 
113 

(41). 

19 

408 



Total Daily 
Expenditure 

$ 17 



$102- 
$ 68 
($32) 

$ 33 
$ 82 
$ 85 



(8) Bank Adminiatra- #69 
tion Institute 



1 



37 



(9) Graduate School 
of Banking 



111 



$58 



Comments* 

No overnight lodging; 
one day conference 



Overnight lodging at 
hotel 

Overnight lodging at 
UW Extension facilities 

(Expenditure if lodg- 
ing removed from (3) 
aboVe) 

Lodging with Madison • 
resident 

Average for all par- 
ticipants 

Based on national 
data; adjusted for 
Madison lodging cbsts 

Does not include meals 
or lodging 

Does not include meals 
or lodging 



•i • • - t ... .... . /. 

All estimates exclude^ expenditures to the UW-Madison» 

i . ■ v • 1 

The data in Table 5-10 serves as a basis for the daily expenditure estimates we 
will'employ* For visitors who stay in hotels or motels, we use a dally expenditure 
estimate of $94 based on the average of lines (2) and (7) in Table 5-1 0J For other 
visitors we use a figure of $35 derived by averaging lines (1), (A), (5), (8) *and< 
(9)„, which represent expenditures by visitors excluding lodging. 



. To extend these two expenditure figures to all visitors and determine the 
total lrapact> we derived a percentage breakdown of visitor lodging. The find- 
ings are presented in Table 5-11. 



TABUS 5-11 

lodging for Visitors on University-Related Business 



Type of Lodging 

'Hotel/motel 
University fscilities 
No overnight Lodging 
(Xiest at private house 

or apartmenc 
Rented house or apart- 

raent • 
University Hospital 



UW-Madison 1 

l 36% 
18% 
39% 
6% 

• 1% 



100% 



University Hospital 
and Clinics 2 

8% 
1% 
66% 
6% 



19% 



100% 



Percentages Here derived from the department survey. Percentages from 
each Individual survey were multiplied by the total number of visitors in that 
department, and the resulting partial visitor counts by type of lodging were 
then summed across all departments. This sum was then divided by the total 
nunher of visitors to obtain a weighted percentage for each type of lodging. 

Percentages were .provided by University Hospital anA Clinics, \ 

t \ 

* * • 

Because sample sizes were too small, we were not able to derive separate 

: ** ^ •' 

expenditure figures for each type of lodging. We therefore simplify, and make 
the distinction Jbetween those visitors who stay in a hotel or motel and those' 
who do not. Using these percentages, and the expenditure averages described 
above, we come up with the estimated impact of visitors on University-related 
business, amounting to about $43,5 million. The procedure we use\ is. described 
In Table 5-12. 1 . # 

t ' 
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* TABLE 5-12 

1 ' 1 

To tal 1 Expenditures by Visitors on 
University-Related Business 

1) Expenditures by non-hospital visitors f 
using hotel/motel J.odgJ.ng: > 

4p 

Non-hospital visitor-days* . .'. 437 ,200 

M 36* usiAg hotel/motel lodging 157,392 

$94 per visitpr-day ' . % $14,795,000 

2) Expenditures by non-hospital visitors 
using other lodging or none: 

I Non-hospital visitor-days ♦ 437,200 

64% Aot using hotel/motel lodging 279,808. ' 

\ $35 per visitor-day. ..... \ , ...$ 9,793,000 

\ 

3) Expenditures by hospital patients and visitors using * * 
hotel/motel lodging: 

\ 

Hospital visitor-days. .v. 541,500 

Less 111,295 in-patient-days ,..,..429,705 " 

8% using hotel/motel lodging 34,376 

$94 jper visitor-day $ 3,231,000 

* 

4) Expenditures fey hospital patients and 
visitors using other lodging or none: 

Hospital visitor-days , . *« . . .54i , 500 

Less 111,795 in-patient-days. 429,705 *' 

92% not using hotel/motel lof ging. . . . . . .395 , 328 

. $35 per visitor-day $13,837,000 



TOTAL. .... j. $41,656,000 

It should be noted that four assumptions art Implicit in the estimating 
procedure used in Table 5-12. The first is that the hotel and non-hotel lodging 
percentages, although derived frpm visitor totals, are equally applicable to 
visitor-days. The second assumption is that individuals on one-day trips to 
Madison do spend an average of $35 on such purchases as food, gifts, and 
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gasoline,' ev$ri W they, are only here a short While i 9 The third assumption i$ 

that visitors to- University Hospital ar>A Clinics have an expenditure aveYage 

which is equivalent to non-hQ«pltal visitors an Universlty-r6lated business. 

■ * , • 

This may not, in fact, be the cade for those who do not use hotel/motel lodging. 

since spme visitors to- patients may only come^ to Madison briefly and probably 

*** * * ' ,<» * 

spend somewhat less* than $3 5. However, since re do not have any^ata from 
University Hospital visitors, we use the $3*5 figure* The .fourth assumption, a 
major one, is that, hospital patients spend ho money in the local economy; all of 
their expenditures are made to the University. This assumption is probably not 
true, and if so^, this would tend to put. our final total on the low side. We do, 
however, count patients as visitors- ' 

Our expenditure estimate omits money paid to the^tfhiversity by visitors on 
University-related business. This amount is h6 doubt ' substantial in view of the 

in ' 

18% of visitors who use University lodging (e.g;, Wisconsin Center Guest. Hall, 

'Friedri^k Center, dormitories , etc .) . ■ Based on^ our limited information, 'how- v \ 

ever, we are unable to estimate how much it potentially is. However, as pointed 

■ it ■ 

out previously, the- University is not considered as part of the local economy 

for the purposes of this study. Similarly, the 541,500 out-of-county patient 

and visltQ ; r-days for University Hospital and Clinics generates a. very sizable 

revenue to the University which is agaii^not counted. Sin^e the amount of 

revenue attributable to out-of-county patients is unclear, and since the amount 

is not directly germane to this study, we Once again defer making an estimate* 



^See text immediately following Table 5-10 for a description of how' this 
figure was derived. ' 



SUMMARY AOT> IMPLICATIONS «. . ' / 

Tables 5-13 and 5-14 summarize the findings of the previous sections* 
These resui.ts suggest some of the f^pllowttng observations qfin^rest: 
p/)/ • With almost 2 million out-of-county visitors per academic year, the 
t University of Wisconsin-Madison is clearly, one of the. state's raa^or 

'visitor attractions. The number would no doubt be substantially larger 

*** • * 
if it included local vi si tars-. *" >? °' 3 .-V'/.v'V 

0n o any given weekday 4 during the school year, roughly 2,(^00 visitors are 
on campus for business purposes^- 1 * 

♦ On any giveln weekend »an average of about 25,000 parents, friends of 
students, and friends of University employees are visiting. Over 90% 

of theae visitors are Staying oi n a private home or apartment.. Of 

V * '• % 

. course, footbaJLJL weekends ^increase the t num^rs Considerably . 

*; — ; ' , m • • A/, v < y 

♦ Of all visitor categories, visits by 'friends of students secern to have 

^ • ^ ■ ' - ' * ' % 

the largest econ/bmic impact, IMa alone offers the potential, of new 

■ * ° ' V \ \* m \ 

H marketing strategies for Dane County businesses d v nd for thoa^e whose- 

' ' ' . . # '< ■ \ " ■• ' " v ' « - , 

missions involves. increasing tourism in Madison. ' 

* * 

♦ Visitors on University-related business /Come not merely because the/-,* 

• * . • » , 

University exists, but because of the reputation, knowledge 1 'and 

• % ' scholarly contributions of faculty iind academic staff- Bach faculty, 

member and academic staff employee accounts f6r about 75 visitors on^„ 

University-related business. * • .i \ V s 

# ,-, •* 

"Visitors, particularly friends of students and University employees, 
are likely to^influence local qonsumer spending, resulting In expendi- 
tures by Dane County ^residents that might not otherwise occur (e,g., 
meals in restaurants, theatre tickets, etc.)'*- 
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* \ TABLE 5jy * °» 

Summary of Visitors and Visitor^ Expenditures 

: ( • • Number of Number of „ Estimated 

Type of Visitor Visitors . Visitor-Days • ft " ■* Economic, Impact 9 

Athletic . . • «|| * 

Department 1 * 2 » 3 * 223,500 270,50$ . * 6,300,000 



$ 19,200^000 



Parents*' 5 , 233,400 350,000 

Friends of Students 0 750,000. 1,875,000 $ 45,500,000 

ft. ' ' < 
Friends of University 0 

Employees '314,000 1,130,000 $*27,300,000 . 

.. t 

University-Related ~ * ^ 

Business 461; 500 978,700 $ 41,600,000 

TOTALS . 1,982,400 : «A,604,200 . $139,900,000 

See the section of this chapter entitled" "Visitors to v Athl'etlc Events and 
Programs" for detail. * *, . 

Assuues average of one visitor-day for basketball and hockey. 

3 ■ • ' 

Football visitor-days calculated based on the following percentages 

obtained from the survey of football visitors: , 
76% leave after the game 

11% stay overnight . • 

10% stay two, nights 1 , 

3% stay three nights or longer 

''See the section of this chapter, entitled "Visits by Parents and Family"' 
for detail.. 

5 Data regarding parents 1 length of stay and the irtmiber of parents and 
siblings per visit was not collected. We assume 2 -parents per vs^sit and 1*5 
days per visit*. While the 2 parents pfer visit estimate may be high due to 
single parent visits, it is probably offset by visits of both parents and 
siblings. In either casd, these assumptions d*o not affect the economic impact 
since It was derived independently. 

6 ' * * 
See tha section of this chapter entitled "Visits by Friendi of Students" 

for detail. 

7 \ 

. S*o the section of this chapter entitled "Visits by Friends of University 
Employees" for detail. 



See the section of this chapter entitled • "Victors on University-Related 
Business" for detail. ' .. " • 

9 • 

FlRures rounded tt> tltte nearest $100,000. 



84 



64 . 



* TABLE 5-14 




Total* Visitor Expenditures by Industry 1 

Transportation . .... $ 9,800,000 

Personal Services .' 1,100,000 

Department Stored §4,700,000 

Clothing. ...I 12,1,007^00 

Gasoline and Auto Repair. ... .' 7..". 11.800.000 

Furniture f Jt 10,800,000 

Food and Drinks *. , 54,100,000 

Other Retail Stores »......♦ "7,600,000 

Lodging 2 -. 13,600,000 

Amusements , 1,90b, 000 

Government ^ , *1,900,000 

Household 8 I..-., 50ff| 00(^ 

TOTAL 3 .$13^900,000 
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No Industry breakdown was obtained* for non-rf ootbal'l athletic visitors, friends 
.of students, and fnlends of employees. To approximate expenditures by Industry, a 
percentage estimate was derived using the'data obtained from the survey of 408 UW 
Extension conference participants. With lodgl«g costs removed, we. assume that the 
proportion of the total spent by an Extension visitor ,for each lndusti^ category Is 
applloable to other types of visitors. For example? Extension Visitors spent about 
44% of their money locally at* eating and drinking places. We assume that non- foot- 
ball athletic visitors, friends of 'students and friends of faculty speodL,an equiva- 
lent proportion. This logic Is applied to each ^Industry 'category , 

For visitors "on University-related business that do not use^hotel/motel 
lodging, the logic described above was uspd. For th£se that -pay. for lodging, a . 
different set of percentages were derived using data from the 240 Extension par- ' 
tictpants In the sample that stayed In hotels or motels,. a 

Football and parent visitor expenditures w«re taken from Tables 5-2 and 5-4. 

To avoid the implication of exactness, flgures, t are rounded to the nearest 
$100,000. 

^e assime friends of students and friends of employees do not pay for" 
lodging. This assumption probably understates the actual amount. 

1 

3 

The assumption la made that visitors do not apend money In local food 
store** This probably understates the total. 
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It can be'arjjued that the $140 'million brought 'into Dani> County by ^iai- 
, tors meana that $140 million less is spent elsewhere in Wisconsin. ^ How- 
ever, we conservatively estimate that^of the $140 million, roughly $38 
million is from oufHof-state . This estimate is developed in ^abJLe 5-15, 

TABLE 5-1 5 



Estimates of Out-of-State Visitors 
gQ^ and Expenditures 



rType of 
Visitor 

Athletic Department* 

2 

Parentfs 

2 

Friend 8- of Students* 

Friends of University 
Employees'^ 



Un Ivtrstty-Related 
Business 



Approximate 
Percentage from 
Out-of-State 

.20 

• 23 

•23^ •■ 

.20 

.25 




Approximate 
ttamber of 
Out-of rState 
Visitors 5 ' 



4 5,000 

54,000 

172,000 
■ » 

64,000 



115,000 
450,000 



Approximate 
Expenditures 

Made by 
Out-of-State 

Visitors 5 

$ 1,200,000 
4,400,000 
1-0,400,000 
5,400,000 

16,300,000 
$37,700, 0b0 



l flut-of-state percentage based on ,18,875 visiting team block tickets, about 
10% otKeY football attendance from out-of-state (mostly northern Illinois), and 
out-of-state vitttlng athletes* * s 

Twenty-three percent of students are from oi^t-of- state according to the 
UW-Madison Enrollment Report • We assume that their parents and friends come 
from out-of-state as well* This figure is probably low because it does not 
include" students with . Wisconsin, permanent addressefVho nonetheless have parents 
?nd friends from out-of-state. , 

\fe have no out-of-sfate dajUy^ygglng to this category. The estimate Is 
probably low, since most faculfl£ all not- originally from Wisconsin and will 
probably have a much larger percentage of* visitors from out-of-state. 

^This Is a weightecPpereentage derived from. the survey of departments. 
Forty percent of visitors on University-related business are from out-of-state, . 
and 15% of hospital patlehYs and visitors are from outside of Wisconsin. Tt is 
especially llktfly that out-of-state visitors in this category use hotel/motel 
lodging. If we assume that about 7$2 do- (in contrast to the 39%' of all visitors 
on qpiverslty-related business who use hotel/motel lodging) then simply taking 
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25% of, the total expenditures In this category t|o determine expenditures by out- 
df-state visitors would be tfto low, since they s|pend more. We thus use an 
adjusted figure of $16,3 million. 

5 Flgures derived from Table 5-L3, excapt for expenditures by out-of-state 
visitors on University-related business (see footnote 4). 



CAVEATS 

I • • V ' 

Multiple (hunting • 
One source o-f potential error ^hat. kept. us aTert throughout" the study was ' 
the possibility of double counting. This difficulty is acknowledged throughout, 
however, and efforts made to control the problem are detailed- Table 5-16 
summarizes the potential extent of this type of error. 

TABLE 5-16 \ >* 



Possibility of Multiple Cdunting- 
Within and Between Visitor Categories 



Athletic Visitor a. 
Parents 

Friends of Students 

Friends of University 
Employees 

Visitors on University- 
Related Business 



Athletic 
Visitors 



2 
3 
3 



Parents 



Visitors on 

Friends " Friends of -Juniversit'y 

of University * Related 
Students Employees Business 



/ 



Possibility of multiple counts If visitors go to more than one d*0>ar tment ; 
. some estimates adjusted. 

^Multiple counting between visitor categories controlled for In research 
**desl.gn. . 

^Multiple counting not controlled for In research design.; effect unknown 
but likely to be small relative to totals. 
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Vehicle Purchases by VHitors " 

The issue of^el^Lcle purcha^es/by out~of-county visitors proved to be a 

thorny one for ,two reasons. First, the low number, of questionnaire responses oty 

■ * 

the vehicle que&tion(s) rendered it impossible to make a statistically reason- 
able estimate of overall new and used auto, motorcycle, and truck purchases* 
Secondly, eveti if an estimate were possible, it would have been impossible to 

„ ... S*\ _ . ^ „ ■ * 

isolate which purchase*, were due to the presence of the University. 

^-jr * 

' «a * r 

! r , 

* Thegreforei, detect some vehicle purchases by visitors that 

felt ' Wtftfe related to the "presence of the University, we elected t,o ignore them as* a 

. - • : ' v 

factor in tfie economic impact of the catopus on the community. We were forced to 
conclude that that question could not be answered by fhis study. To the extent that 
they may occur, the expenditure estimates in Tables 5-4, 5-13, and 5-14 will be low. 
*, Tt <ia important to note," however, that out-of-cotinty visitors do tyiiy 

vehicles In Dane County. 

They could have been bought by visitors in any of the categories described 

. ^ " 

earlier in this chapter. We found, for Instance, two autos purchased in Dane 

<.» 

County by football fafis and another two by parents. It is certainly ' conceivable 
that friends of students or UW-Madison employees elected to buy vehicles here, 
and that even pome business visitors made purchases. ^. * _ 

r 'It'' is the twin issue's o?"how many" and "was it because of the' University" 
that remain to be answered, hpwever. 

Auto purchases are not made frivolously, and could occur independently of * *' 
whether or not the purchaser came to Madison because of the University* wt m 
there undoubtedly are those individuals from smaller Wisconsin communities wbo, 

unable t>o buy the vehicle of their, choice locally, may defer the Mr purchases ' 

<■* ■•'.■* 

until coming to Madison — and who* may time their purchases to ^coincide witha 
Visit to a football game, friend, or child. 




\ 



^We-have few doubtSj, then, that the University is at least Indirectly 
responsible for some Dane County vehicle ^purchases • x But a careful analysis of 
the whole issue has led us to "the conclusion that the only Dane County vehicle, , 
•purchases by visitors that should be credited directly to the University — when 
that data is available — are- those by out-*of-county parents for thedr student 
children* 

CONCLUDING 'REMARKS 

To conclude, we % simply point to our estimates 'ag evidence that visitors to 
the University of Wisconsin-Madison are a crucial part of the local economy. 

The numbers are very large* They surprised us and may ^jar readers 1 
thresholds of credibility . However, the reader should consider that the total 
University community includes over 80,000 students, employees and their 
families, whtt Indirectly through their visitors,- account for a sizable percent- 
age of the totals. Also, we wish to point out that we took great pains to be 
both thorough and conservative In our estimates,* so that we could count >ieads 
and dollars as accurately and credibly as possible. • 
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CHAPTER 6 



T(jJK .TOTAL IMPACT 



* 



INTRODUCTION • 

In this concluding chapter, the expenditure amounts discussed in Chapters 2 
through 5 are brought together to determine the total economic impact of the 
University on Dane County and Wisconsin* 

First, the direct impact is examined; this includes all purchases, local 
taxns , donations, and other expenditures. made in Dane County attributable to 

■ / 

members of the University community,* Next, the indirect impact is considered 
via the use of multipliers, which take fcnto account the 'fact that these Univer- 
sity-related dollars, once spent, are subsequently respent and recycled through 
the economy to provide income for other local businesses, government, house- 
holds, and charities. ^ The, total impact thfis consists of both the direct and 
Indirect impacts. 

These direct and indirect impacts create 1obs in the public and private 
sector^ of the economy, and in this chapter we attempt to estimate lust how 
many* Also presented in'this chapter me estimated percentages of both jobs and 
sales in each industry which can be attributed to the University. 

Some percentage bf„ the money spent locally comes from outside of Wisconsin. 
Estimates of this fissure av4 offered as well to provide a view of the UVJ-Madlson 
as an export industry for the state. 

Not all of the University's economise Influences on £he local economy can be 
quantified. Several tangible but unmeasured factors are discussed to illustrate 
some additional ways that Dane County's economy benefits from the presence? of 
tho, IWrMdisipn. • % , 

Pina^iV, conclusions are dt^awn^and eavoata considered. 
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RXPKNDITURES TO LOCAL BUSINESSES 

Ta\\\e 6-1 summarizes spending to 1 oca I businesses stemming from expeocji- 
turea by the University as an Institution and by its employees, Students, and 
visitors. The largest recipients of University community .spending are local 
financial institutions insurance , and real estate-at $89 million* 

Restaurants and bars received a-boyt* $81 million, with two-thirds of this 

amount stemming from expenditures by University visitors* Auto, truck, and 

motorcycle dealers, repair places, and parts stores received about $61 
I 2 

million* »* Food stores .benefitted by about $54 million, and local utilities 
received about $46 mlJLllon. 

■ ■ % 

The total In direct expenditures to businessesTTs estimated at $537 million. 



DANE COUNTY SALES ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY 4 ' 

Tt will prove revealing to view University community expenditures to local 
businesses In the context of total economic activity in Dane County* While figures 
for total business sales in the county were unavailable^ the total retail sale& 
figure for 1983 was available from the Survey of Buying Power in Sales and Marketing 

Management magazine. In 1983, total retail sales in the county amounted to 

3 

$1,813,858,000. Total retail purchases by the Unlversity\communl ty came to* 



^*lf the $8*) ml lllon~ to finance, insurance, and real estate is compare^ to 
the 19?1 figu re of $45 million, it seemingly falls to keep pace with inflation* 
This is -due to differing methodologies. Ab'out $24 million in rent to individuals 
in fhn current study was* designated as incomt? to households , whi 1 e in 1971 all 
rent, was designated to businesses* 

■2 ' 

Th«^ auto sales and servlre figure is one of thi admitted weaknesses of 

this study* See thq snrtlon of this chapter entftlecl "Caveats." 
'Sales and Marketing Management (July 23, 1984) ,lp, C-210« 




TABLE 6-1 

Summary of Expenditures to Local Businesses (in OOO's) 1 



Agriculture 
Construct Ion 
Manufacturing 
Transportation, 

Communication, 

Utilities 
Wholesalers 
Building Materials, 

Farm Equipment 
Personal and Business 

Services 
Pi nance, Insurance , 

Real Estatr 
Department Stores 
Food Stores J 
Auto Sales and Service 
Apparel Stores 
Furniture and Appliance 

Stores 
Eating an<f Drinking 

PI aces 
Other Re t a 1 1 Stores ' 
'lodging Places 
Amusement 



Institutional 
Expe nd itures 

128 
,483 
698 
468 



14,749 
764 

3,659 

11,787 

21 

272 
7 

490 
21 

700 
27 

T472M 



Construction 
Expen dl tures 

9,746 
56 



1,448 
380 
6 

6 
59 
2 



Employe^e*T"~ 
Expend i turea 



t 



10,303 
.16,665 



7,032 




11 ,703 



180 



"5*6- 
2^098 



Student 
Expenditures 



1,336 
1.8, 963 



185,895 



8,139 

37,837 

13,697 
24,393 
16,277 
12,013 
1 , 688 

17,824 

8,364 
316 
2 L 980 
TT3»827 



Visitor 
F.xpendl tures 



9.800 



1,100 



14,700 

11,800 
12,100 
1 10,800 

54,100 

7,600. 
13,600 
1 ,900 
137,500 



Total 
Rxpe'ndi turea 

128 
,'21,868 . 1 
698 
45,952 



, 14,749 
2,212 ' 

20,310 

89,040 

39,503 
53,789 
61,567 
33,468 
22,096 

81,127 

25,-1 A 5 
' 14,529 
6., 978 
53^3 199" 



RaHod on Tables 2-3, 2-5, 3-4, 4-2, 5-14, and footnote. 1, Chapter 2. 
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$318,947,000 or 17,6% of the' total. ^ In other words, out of every hundred 
Ho Mars spent In a local retail establishment, ahout $18 Is spent by someone 
connected with the University* 

Table 6-2 breaks down retail sales by industry. Almost 40% of apparel 
store sales, 31% of restaurant and bar receipts, 1 9 ^^^^po it oHas e s in department 

stores, and 18% of furniture and appliance sales are- shown t:o be a . result of 

> 

direct expenditures by the University community. 

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS AND EXPANSION OF THE LOCAL CREDIT BASE 

Local financial Institutions benefit from the University's presence in 
several, ways. As shown in Tables 3-4* and 4-2, they receive $3jJ million in 



i 

Income from the University community through mortgage interest, and $4.4 million 
In service fees. A second source of revenue comes frpm investments and loans 
which are made using the money deposited by the University community* in local 
savings and checking accounts/ These deposits amount to ahout $183 million. 

Thn local economy also benefits from these deposits. Because they expand 
the* local credit base, new and existing businesses ar^able to borrow more for 
expansion putposes , and potential home buyers are able to finance their housing 
purchases. In total, the University community is responsible for an additional 
$339 million Irt local credit. Or, to state this differently, each $1 of Univer- 
sity community deposits makes $1.85 available for loans. Of course, some of 

5 * 

these loans are taken out by members of thfe University community. 



^The $3-40 million figure represents the expenditures from Table 6-1 exclud- 
ing agrleul ture', construction, mnntif ncturlng, transportat ion, ut 1 1 1 1 it»a , who") e~ 
salers, services, finance,' Insurance, real estate, lodging, and amusements* 

} The multiplier of 1.85 employed here was derived using a formula descrtbVd 
I n Appendix E« 



,erJc ' • . x ■ 9 'I 
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TAH1.R 6-2 



The Direct Impact of On i versl ty~Re 1 ated Expenditures in nana County 
on Private Sector Sales and Employment* 



Mir. 



Sales In 
Dane County 
(In OOP's) 

NA 

' (309,000) 
..-..-.NA 
(1 ,288,000) 



Induct ry 
Ak r I ru I tore 

Count rnrt Ion \ 

Manufacturing * 

Transport at I on, 
Common I r a t Ion, 
Utilities 

Wholesalers (1,494,000) 

Rullif (ng Msterlala, 6 A ,7 32 

••'arm Equipment 

' Personal and Runlnesa ' (1 52,000) 
Services 

Finance, Insurance, NA 
Mini! -Eft tat p 

' Department Stores 213,654 

Pood Stores 333,104 

Auto Un and Service 481,674 

Apparel Stores 84,705 

' furniture Store* 1 22,767 

FUlfiK and 'Drinking ft 3 , 9 1 I 

•Mail 1 a ■« 

Other Retail 4*orea P41.478 

'bulging Places , (76,000) 

AmuHpment , ^ (51 ,000) 

TOTALS/ AVERAGES 



Purchase* by the 
University Community 2 
(In OOP's) 

128 
21 ,868 

698 
45,952 



14,749 
2,212 

20,310 

89,040 

9,501 
',789 
61, 567, 
33,468 
22,096 
81 ,127 

25,185 
14,529 
6,978 



.Private Sector 
Employment in 
Dane County 



53}, 199 



672 
5,886 ' 
18,431 
6,185 



6,893 
865 



7,475 

13,866 

3,741 
3,436 
2,858 
1 ,531 
1,202 
1 1 ,840 

4,206 
2,055 



1,691 



92,833 



J 



D 

Sales Per 
Fmpl oyee 

(A/C) 

NA 

52,578 
NA 
208,247 



216,742 
74,835 

20,360* 



57,111 

96,945 
168,535 

55,326 
102,136 

22,290 

57,415 
37,081 
29,920 



Employment Attributable 
to Purchases by the 
University Community 5 

w. 

NA 
415 
NA . 
221 



68 

30 

998 

670 

692 
555 
365 
605 
216 
3,639 

439 
392 

9,536 



Percentage of Seles 
■nd Employment Attributable 
to Purchases by the University 
Community 6 (B/A or E/C) 

- NA 

7 v 

NA 

4 



1 

3 

13 

5 

18 
16 
13 
*> 
18 
31 



10 

19 V 
14 



!»;» 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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NA - Not available/ ' : , • ' 

/ * 

• 1 ■ ■ v 

Data tn this column come trorti several sources. Sales> figures for department- stores , food stores, furniture 
stores, and eating and drinking places come from Sales and Marketing Management , July 23, 1984, page C-210 and represent 
1983 sales. Data for other categories not in parentheses come from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Retail Trad e» 
1982: Wisconsin; Washington, p.C, 1^84, pages 19-20 and represent 198^ sales. Figures in parentheses are approxlma- 
tions for illustrative purposes generated from* Dane County employn^JlM: figures and national sales/employment ratios; See 
footnotes 3 and 4 below. ^ , 

• 2 From Table 6-1. v ' ' " s * 

t FronKU.S. Bureau of the Census, County Business Patterns, 1982; Wisconsin , Washington, D.C., 1984, pages 34-39. 

4 ' v 

Sales/employment ratios for construction, wholesalers, personal and business services r lodging, and amusements 

calculated ffbm data In* U.S. Bureau of the Census ,. St atlstlcal Abstract of the United States: 198* (104th edition), 

Waahingtqn, D.C., 1983. Ratios represent national sales figures divided by national employment figures under the 

assumption that national ratios apply to Dane County. Only 1977 ratios were available for construction, amusements, and 

services. Wholesalers and lodging ratios are from 1982 data. The use of 1977 ratios will bias the estimates if there 

have been m^Jor productivity Improvements in these industries. The sales/ employment ratio for transportation, 

communication, and utilities was obtained from a 1984 Wisconsin Electric Power Company rate case which found that every 

dollar of utility revenue results in .000004802 employees. t 

The estimate of 670 jobs in finance, insurance, *and real estate attributable to the Uniyersity was based on input 
from School of Business faculty and industry representatives usfng the dollar amounts in Chapters 2 through 4. 

j Because of the fashion in whfch these percentages were derived, the percentages of both sales and employment 
attributable to the University are equivalent'. Ttyht ls f B/A E/C since E * B/D apd D H A/C. 

- - 7 ' * • ' * 

Construction expenditures do not inclu^f employee jiew home purchases, go the total is understated. 
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PRIVATE SECTOR EMPLOYMENT ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE UNIVERSITY • 

* ■ % 

Thev$533 million spent by the University community at local businesses 

obviously creates thousands of j<obs in the private sector of the economy. * 

- , . • • • . 

Determining lust how many is the intention of this section, 4 . 

Jobs ex-is t in any local economy because individuals antf firms both inside 

and outside the community purchase .goods and services* To produce the*e goods 

and services, lofcal f^rms hfre employees. However, tfhe number of employees „ 

■ v * 

hired does not lust depend on the degree to which individuals and firms detoarfd 
goods and services* Other factors include wage rates, the costs of capital, and' 
the type of 4 technology or* production process which tVie^firm uses* For. thesie ' 
reasons, it is generally < not ^an easy, task to estimate how many jobs are created 

♦ 4 

by a^iven level of economic activity or a given\gxpenditure amount* 

In this study, we use a crude est imating .procedure based on sales and 
employment levels for each type* of industry* Although every \ihdustry has'dif- ' 

ferent wage rates, technologies, and capital" cos ts + one simple way to fncorpo*- 

. • i ■ • 

rate' all of tt)^se factors is to determine the ratio of locdl sales to local 
employment* Industries that are labor intensive with low wage rates will have . 
s*naj 1- sales/employment ratios (e*g. , restaurants)*' In these industries', a given 



pmount ot expenditure will result In a large number of -jobs*- 

Industries th^t are capital-intensive. with higher wage rates will have 
large salep/emplOyment rat ios\ (e*g* , auto dealers, food stores). In these 

■ 4 

Industries, a given amount of expenditure will result in fewer .lobs* 

Column D in Table 6*-2 presents S^les/employment ratios for the industries 
In this study* Dane County sales and employment data for 1 982 was only avail- 
r^ble "f or some of the industries* For most of. tjpe others, we usuwl ratios derived 

/ 

from national; data* This is not a problem Since tn almost every case *whare both 
) f 

lrtcal and national ratios were available, thtfy were virtually, identical* 

. . . ) 

9r» / 



* 




• University^related local employment is arrived at by dividing the sales/em- 
ployment ratio for each Industry into the corresponding University-related f 

; expenditure level. Resulting estimates' are presented in Column E of Table 6-2. 

* ......... • . 

^ The .total estimate for private sector 1oba created by University community 

x + ■ - ■ 

expenditures is about 9,500. This estimate of University-related employment ^ 

does«not Include employment resulting from indirect sales. Employment arising 

, * ,r / • - * > ' 

from Multiplier pffects will be (Jiscussed tater in thi's <^haptex* 
♦ < 

REVENUES AND EMPLOYMENT IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR ATTRIBUTABLE 
. ^TO THE UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY 

-Local government received about $33. 8 , million in direqt payments from the 

University community, as shown in Tab^e 6-3. If property taxes paid byland^ 

lords out of rents from students and employees are Considered, the total is 

" v ;/ , . . . 

probably (Closer to $47 million. * 
r 

These expenditures to local ^(fcvernment* create municipal and county employ- 

ment.* fjowever, »unlike *the private sector, it is not as clear how taxes*and /, 

other revenues translate into' jobs , v since not all county revenues are generated 

internally. / . 9 tt * ♦ 

* * . 

TABLE 6-3 - 1 

• j * Expenditures 'to Lofcal Government 1 . ' 
Source ' Amount 

3 . , • 

University (as an institution) $ 1', 299,000 v . . ' 

4 Construction. ......... 4 * 6,000 ^ % > c 

Emp loyees* * ■ ♦ . . ♦ 1 2 1 , 7 08 , 000 

* Students 2 ....'..., w 8,93(5,000 , , ' . 

Visitors 1,900,000 ' 

TOTAL . '. { / $33,843,000 , 



0 'From Tables 2-3, 2-5, V4, 4-2, and. 5-14. 



2 * 
Excludes property taxes Included in rents. > 



eric ' . . ' • 1,no, 



/ . inn. ' ; 



» % 



To genera&e a crude estimate of public sector lobs attributable to the 
University community', we consider 'population si«e indte^d of revenues. ~The 

University community, as explained in Appendix B, is 1 estimated at 80,085. This 

. N " ■ - . *' 

figure represents /24% of Dane County's population' of 332,600^ Continuing this. 

' * . " : k ■ • 

lpgic, it is not unreasonable to assume that 24% of t publifc sector employment can 

t j - „ . > 

► ■- . . ■ 

be considered as University-related. * 

■-. ' • " * 

Acceptance of this argument requires assuming a direct relationship between 

.population size and the local government payroll for municipal and councV ser-% 

A vices. If we consider as a simple illustration that'more people in Dane Com 

probably means more pol ice of f icfers ffr,e fighters, and garbage collectors', th6 

assumption is not unwarranted.' ■ • » 

* .- .V 

\ } 

. In the January,. 198A issue of Employment Reyiew published by Wisconsin^* 

Department of Industry, labor and, Human Relations, local government employment 
is estimated at 12,609-. ITtis figure includes ^both municipal aha county employ- 

*ment> but excludes state and federal employees. Taking 24# of this figure sug~ 

se^ts that, about 3,000 ]oV^ in the publ'ic sector e*ist because of the, Univer- 

> »,* > * _ 

sity ! s presence. * d 

It is not dnoifcgh, however^ simply to state -our estimate. What is of 

'greater important is to lust if y^ that the University community provides suffi- 

>•* & * . 
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Some members of the University 'community reside outside of the county • son 
the actual size of the University community within the % countV is slightly \ * 
smaller than the 80,085 figure. Howevfer, we still fcse the full community size* 
because of the high number of s <o'ut -of -county visitors hosted by local members of 
the University community'* In Cbaptef 5. it 'was estimated that students and 
Diversity employees have over 1 million visitors annually.* These visitors, by . 
virtue of theii\ presence, also create a'tfemand for municipal and county ser- 
vices, but our rough estimating approach Hoes not take these visitors directly \ 
into consideration.. Therefore, as a proxy for visitor-generated pubfic sector 
employment, we use the full University conjpunlty size rather than using only 
flane County residents. * 



cient revenue to local government to support these jobs' without draining the • 
nubile till. v ' 

In the 19?1 study, which paralleled 7 this one, a considerable effort wa§ made 
to answer thia question* The conclusion was that the University's cost to local 
government was $266,000 once the contributionsnpf the University community to 
local government and^costs* t o government of serving the University cotnfhunity 
were considered* In -view of -both the potential for error and the total 1971 
University economic impact figure of $450 million, this amount is. negligible. 

There is every reason to believe that the arguments used to arrive at this 
f inding'in. 1971 are %till appropriate *f or the present-. Several points deserve 
mention here: - * 

vi • As noted earlier, the University community give9 "$33*8 million in direct 
♦payments to local government. , Including property taxes pakd' by land- 
lords out of rents*, the total is probably closer to $47 million. 

* Students h-ave few children but still contribute t^l local government. 
Thus, local government's educatiorf costsare lessphan students 1 

* contributions. 

>. 

„ • Property values for rental units near the University* are considerably 

x * . I 

higher than would be 'the case if the University didn't exist. Many 
units would not exist a£ all If there were no University. 'Thus, the 

p » • t • 

University's presence enhances local - * government f s property tax revenues. 

* Because of the money spent by the University community in loc#l busi- 
nesses, property .values fpr these businesses arq higher under the 
assumption that property >value,s are a reflection of a business' ability 

% to generate sales and profits. Thus, commercial property tax reveWes 

to local Government are enhanced by the presence of the University. 



■ ' ioa 
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• State government provides tax aids to local government based on such* * 
factors as individual income taxes, utility taxes; auto registration 
fees, and liquor taxes. All of these are enhanced by the presence of 
the University community* * ♦ ■■ ^ ; 
To conclude this discussion, we maintain that: a large portion of local 
government's budget is contributed by-the University community, and that .the 
3,000 public sector jobs attributable to the University community are, in fact, 
supported fiscally by them. , - ■ ^ 

EXPENDITURES TO LOCAL HOUSEHOLDS AND CHARITIES 

.Each segment^of the University community spends mdney which goes to local' 
households and charities* The amounts are shown in Tab^g 6-4. By far the 
largest component atems from, rents which were paid. to local landlords (individ- 
uals rather than real estate businesses). A second sizable amqjint comes from 
private vehicle purchases, such as those m^ie through classified advertising* 
Charities represent about $9.5 million of the $61.-5 million spent in this 
category. , , t * 

Expenditures to households and charities creat\ employment in a fashion 
somewhat parallel to that of th% publicsaVl pVivate sectors. For example, when 
fents are paid to landlords, landlords will use. the income to hire construction 

$ 

firms for remodeling, or heating an& air conditjiontrifc firms for iffairjtenanc?. 
/\nd, while most of *the money paid to charities goes to various causes, a smal^l 
percentage remains* to pay salaries to adnyLni9trators or clergy. So, while the 
actual number of jobs created is unclear, it is indeed possible that -over a 



80 ' , • 

v , 

* ■ 



hundred jobs in the local-, economy result from University coimminity expenditures 

i .... 
to Jocat^ouseholds and pharitifes*^ 



TABLE 6-4 



Expenditures to Local Households and Charities 1 
Source ' ' Households ' Charities , . Total 

/ ' ' * i.i 1 1 ii • i f '-— i ■■■ 



University * $ 161,000 ' \— $ 161,000" 

(as an institution) } 

•■ ' ■ » 

Construction . 2,841,000. — * , 2.469.000 

Employees '22,773,000 6,332,000' 29,105,000 

• * »* * ' 

Students . 25,649^000 3,213,000 28,862,000 w 

t \ ... ,• 

Visitors 500,000 ' , — -500,000 

TOTALS . * $51,924,000 $9,545,000 $6.1,469,000 . 



\ 9 4.-2^ and' 5-l< 



4 Frotn Tables 2-3, 2-5, ?-4, 4.-2^ and r 5-14 

HEALTH CARE EMPLOYMENT IN 'DANE COUNTY ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE UNIVERSITY + 

COMMUNITY AND THE CONTRIBUTION OF UNIVERSITY HQSPITAL AND CLINICS 

TO THE LOCAL ECONOMY " . * " * ■ 

tn order to get a complete picture of University-related employment it is 
necessary, to look at employment in v the health care sector. In 1982 there were 
10,599 individuals employed in health services in Dane County.* 8 This figure 

• • ■ t' ' 

includes not only hospital personnel*" but also doctors , dentists, chiropractors, 
their associates and assistants, laboratory personnel, and nursing *iom6 



♦ f 



0< 



* .staffs. Most,* if not all, members of the University community use the serviges 



7 * * 4 

If we conservatively assume that every^$500,000 spent in this category 

results in one/lob, Chen .about 120 such joba'can he attributed to the University 

community. ThK^ $500,000 estimate is more than twice as high as the highest 

private sector sales/employment ratio in -Table 6-2. 

N • < * \ 

\ U.S. Bureau of the Census, County Business Patterns', 1982: Wisconsin , 
Washington, D.C. , 1984V pages 34-39. 

* * 
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of these individuals and some of these jobs no doubt owe their existence to the 

presence of. the' University . In this section, we attempt to estimate how many 

• ,\ , 

health care 1obs are Univetslty-related. 
\ . _,J. .. . •• 

• s Unlike the public and private sectors ,. dollar contributions to the health 

•care sector of the economy from the University community are largely indirect.^ 
Student health care needs ace met primarily by . the University Health Service, go 
out-of-pocket health care costs for students are small. Also, some students may 

r * 

still continue to see family physicians and dentists in their hometown. 

' -Employee health care needs are primarily met by the State of Wisconsin, 

with a portiori paid for by the employee. While out-of-pocket costs are still 
.1 « • 

likely to* be small relative to total costs, the put-of-pocket portion is not 

negligible. Dental fees alone for "employee households without dental insurance 

" 9 
could easily amount to over $1 million a year. 

-0 * 1 ... 

Since almost all health fefes are paid, by t^Urd parties, usin* dollar 

amounts to estimate employment is not feasible. A^irther complication arises 
because the University, itself is in the health care business, so some health 
care positions are held by University employees. In Table 6-5 we attempt to 
estimate University-related health care employment in Dane County using the 
number of v employees and students covered by health insurance, and adjust for the 
fact that some of the health care services used are provided by the University'' 
Itself. The University community is estimated to use health'care services 
accounting for 530 jqbs in Dane County. 

Several points are deserving of elaboration. Using county* demographic 
data, we find that for every 31. people in foane County there-is one person 



9 No attempt was made in this study to isolate out-of-pocket medical costs. 
These are included under the category of personal and business services. 
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TABLE 6-5 ■ 
Estimation of Non-University Health Care Sector Employment 
Attributable to University Health . Insurance Coverage 



Demographic Background 



Total Dane County health care employment*.../ 
Dane County population., .......... 



Local ratio of Dane County residents per 
health care employee, • 



Total U.S. health care employment' 
U.S. population » # « 



National ratio of U.S. residents per 
health care employee •••« 



Approximate number of University employees* 
employed in health care. 



Percentage of Dane County health care 
employees employed by the' University. 
'(2,900 divided by 10,599) 

s 

University Health Insurance Coverage^ 



Total number of employees with Individual 
health Insurance coverage 

Total number of employees with 'family 

health Insurance coverage 

.5 



Average family size- 



332,^00 

3 1 : . 4 : 1 

5,553,000 
231,53^,000. 

41.7:1 



2,900 
27.4% 



s Total number of individuals in the University 

.community covered by University health insurance.* 

(7,082 plus ^.6 timesr 8,985) 

Estimation of Employment 

Number of health care employees needed to meet 
medical n£eds of University community. members 

covered by health insurance .♦.> 

! (30,443 divided by 41.7) 



Less percentage of health care employees in 
Dane County employed .by the, University^. . . 
(.274 times 730) ' 

J 

Equals estimated health care employment 
attributable to University health 
insurance coverage" 7 - — 



.7,082 

i 

-8,985, 
! .2.6 
f 

30,443 



730 



-.200 



to, 



530 
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..... . '. / . • 

I JL ' ■ " ^ t ' " 

A U«S. Bureau of the Census, County Business Patterns, 1982; Wisconsin : 
Washington, U^C, , 1984, pages 34-39. Z . ■ ■ • ~~ 

■ * ■ ■ " ■ . ■ ■ ■ * 

9 * /■"■'■ ** * * 

^Obtained from the American Hospital Association library in Chicago. 

i .... 

i ■•'». 

Estimate provided by University Hospital and s CLinics. The exact number is 
not possible tb„determine for our purposes, because some medical school faculty 
devote a portion of their time to 'teaching and research and a portion to medical ' 
care# \ s u / 

^Obtained from Payroll and Staff Benefits office* Data represents coverage 
in November, 1983 and inclu4es teaching assistants, protect assistants, and 
research assistants. ' . . ■ ,/ 

^Weighted average based on data in Appendix B# 

We use trie more conservative natipnal ratio here since some of Dane 
County's health care employment services are -"exported" to serve the "needs Of ^ 
the rest of .the state and would not be necessary otherwise* 

7 N . , ' ■ I 

Obviously, some University employees use the s health services of University, 

Hospital and Clinics, which for purposes of this study is not a part of the 

local economy. ^Thede services should not be included -in our employment esti-' 

mate. However, since.it is not practical to determine what percentage of health 

insurance money is involved, we use as a proxy the percentage of total Dane a\ 

County health care employment > accounted for by University Hospital and Clinics. 

Q 

• ♦ This figure excludes health care empldyment resulting from out-of-pocket 
expenditur.es by members of the. University ^community. 
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employed in health care, the 'national average, however, is one health care * 
employee per 42 citizens. This su««est8 that Dane County, "and especially* 
Madison, may be "overdoctored." . This mayor may not- be true. The "extra" 
health.care employment may also simply be an indication of services provided to 
individuals' who live outside the county. Rather clearly,, the total health care 
industry represents an important "export" industry, drawing in patients from 
surrounding counties,, the Midwest, and in some instances, the nation. 

To calculate the number of health care employees attributable to the 
tfniversity community, we used the. national ratio (41 people per heaith care 
employee) to reflect local .demand and to be conservative. ♦ 

University Hospital' and Clinics constitutes 27% of local health care 

i 

ft 

employment. At least this percentage of out^of -county patients can be attributed' 
to the University, if not considerably more. These patients and their insurance 
companies do not contribute all of their^ local expenditures to the local economy 
directly, because most of it goes' to the University to pay medical bills. How- 
ever, a^ sizable portion of the expenditures stay in the county to pay hospital, 
salaries and purchase equipment, services, and supplies. These salaries and 
purchases are already reflected imfche figures presented in .Chapters 2 and 3, 
but it is important to realize that they would be smaller if not for the 
services provided by University Hospital and Clinics to the entire state. 

I 

Appendix G presents a detailed discussion of these services, - „ 

• — 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES ATTRIBUTABLE tO THE UNIVERSITY : 

Summing all direct expenditures to businesses f local government, and house- 

» * • > ■ ' 

holds yields a figure of $628,516,000, whioh represents the collective, contribu- 

t 

tiori of the s University community to .the economy of Dane County t In the v secpions 
which fqllow,' we describe the total impact of the University, including multi- 
plier effects, and estimate total employment attributable to the University. « 
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INDIRECT ,0R "MULTIPLIER'* IMPACTS OF UW-MADI SON 

It is 'well recogni # ze<d in economic literature that revenues generated within 
an economy recirculate, within that economy to qreate additional 'revenues,. The 
grocery store that sells a box of cei^al may then repurchase another box of 

¥ 

cereal frdm> local ^wholesaler. vAflditiorifally , that grocery ^store purchases/ 
electricity from the local uti^ity > labor from Jtecal households, accounting 
services from local CPA fidhtfy etc. 

Not all expenditures, however, stay in the fiscal community^ State ar\d 
federal taxes, for example, represent a leakage of funds from^he local economy. 
Purchases from out-tff-community wholesalers or manufacturers represent another 
^eakdge.. w 

* m 

Although' economic multipliers may be derived in several different ways, one 

of the most effective approaches is input-output (1-0) analysis,. Using ItO 

analysis, one can derive output (sales) , /ncome, or employment multipliers. A, 

malor advantage of I~0 analysis is that it allows an^ndlyst to disaggregate 

changes into individual economic sectors 'of *a local economy. Both the effect of 

a change in a specific sector on all of the other sectors,, and the effect? of 

.» * * 

change in- the output of all sectors on a specific sector can be Examined, t 

i * 
Se v ctor multipliers differ according to the proportion *of their expenditures 

that are made locally. A local tiepair service firm, for example, probably 

spends" a high proportion of its revenues' on the labor -of its repair stgfl; (local 

households). It would have a fairly high ^multiplier. On the other hand, a fdod 

* # . - , , % 

wholesaler in the community most likely spends a- very high 'proportion of its 

revenues purchasing manufactured products from outside the community • ( Its leak- 

v * 

age factoV would be high and its loc%t~niultiplier A 4ow. % 

The -clearest disadvantage of 1-0 analysis is its cost. The ccrat of con- 

9 

structitig an input-output table for the Dane County economy. using the expend!-* 



ture survey method 
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would probably be in the neighborhood of $50,000. The 



9 
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prbcess would takejmonths or yearB^inf^complete # * 

1 *> . • ' 

Because ol tbifr de&ire to better understand in what specific ways the 
• . v * \J 

University comrnuni^y^af f ects the non-University community economically, this 

*i * * 

research makes use oj^tnput-^output multipliers. Lacking the time and funding to 

build an 1-0 mode]^ f ox, Dane County , sectoral multipliers for Wisconsin's Door 

County were used* sinQj^Door County, like Dane County, is largely* a service 

economy. These sales multipliers are without doubt smaller, than those in Dane. 

■ ^ f 

County simply because Dane has a larger, more sophisticated economy that 

provides more services and goods locally than does Door County* Relative to 
other'urban economies, where manufacturing is more prominent, Madison has a very 
\\^h 'percentage of employment in the service sector of it«s economy, particularly 
in government and education. In these sectors, labor co^b cons titute by far 
the largest costs to employing institutions, ltaus, an e^ecially >^r/e amount 
of "respent" money goes to local households in the form of salaries ,/and 
salaries are especially^likely to stay in a local Economy. This results in 
smaller leakages and a higher multiplier. i 

. yThe application of Door County multipliers £h this study must then be 
interpreted as a conservative approach' This is consistent with the approach 
used throughout the study. In this way, the study's basic! credibility is not 
impaired and "ho attempts on the part of the authors to Exaggerate the results 
should be inferred from th£ methodology employed.* 

* Table 6-6 applies the Door County multipliers to University-associated 
expenditures by Industry* In total, we estimate that the Dane County economy 
derives roughly $1.4 billion as a result of the University]* presence based on 
an overall multiplier of 2:24. , 

■ ' \ ■<- 

' " 110 
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As pointed out In a previous paragraph, because Dane County's economy is 
more sophisticated than Door County's, the actual multiplier for Dane Is con- 
celvably ljigher~than 2.24. Nonetheless , consistent with our desfcre to be con- 
servative, and because of^the imprecision .brought into- play by the use of Door 

* • 
s ^y County multipliers, we offer a range of values within which the total impact 

probably falls. Very roughly, speaking, we estimate that the probable impact of • 
' the University on Darte Co*tf?^is somewhere between $1.25 billion and $1.50 
billion based on alternative multipliers. \ 
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MULTIPLIER IMPACTS ON DANE COUNTY SALES' AND EMPLOYMENT 

< 

At a more specific level, it is valuable ^o look at th^a additional sales 

and employment resulting from multiplier effects. Table 6-7^ illustrates total 

. S 

sales which accrue from both the direct sales discussed earlier and the indirect 

. , \ 
sales which occur after the University community has made its expenditure's and 

they^have been- respent. Not surprisingly, the largest indirect '^mpact is on 

local households, which receive approximately $357 million when mpney spent by 

the University community is subsequently paid out to individual households in 

' 'V 
the form of wages and sal&ries. , In total then, households receive over $,418 

million as a result of* the University's presence. • , 

Other major recipients include local transportation and utilities busi- 

nesses, totaling $106 -million; finance, insurance, and real estate enterprises, 

$118 million; food jstores, $107 million^ auto sales and service businesses, $120 

million; and eating and drinking places, $96 million* 1 ^ 



l0 In view of the lack of accuracy resulting from the use of Door County 
multipliers, It is probably just as accurate simply to say that the total impact 
of the University on these industries is in the vicinity of $100 million. 
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To consider these figures in perspective, we once again look at the amounts 
and percentages of sales and ejnpioyment explained bjfr the University's presence., 

but this time both direct and indirect, ellects are inc/uded* Table 6-8, which 

> .» , 

parallels Table 6-2, shows that almost 15,000 private sector jobs in Dane County 

* * 

exist because of the direct and indirect impact of the University. Basetf on the 

$1.8 billion total retail sales" figure for 1983, (from Sales and Marketing 

Management ) mentioned earlier, about 29% of retail salqs in Dane County can be 

11' 

attributed to the University • 1 1 More specifically, almost half of sales and 

* 1 

employment In clothing stores, a third of sales and employment in restaurants, 

bars, and food stores, and ove,r a quarter of sales and ^employment related Co 

i 

building materials and farm equipment, personal and business services^ depart- 
ment stores, and auto sales and service is generated by the Unive'rfeity 
community. 



4 

* 



11 



Sales and Marketing Management (July 23, 1984), p. C-210, 
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TABLE 6-6 



The Total Impact of the University on the Local 
Ecpnomy Using Multipliers • 



Industry 

Agriculture 
Construction 
Manufacturing. 
Transportation, 

Communication, 

Utilities , 
Whol«ysale£a 

Building Materials , 4 

Perm Equipment • 
Personal and eBusiness 

Services 
Finance 9 Insurance , 

Baal Estate 
Department Stores 
Food Stores v 
Auto Sales and Service 
Apparel Stores 
Funjiture St-ores 
Eating and Drinking 

Places 
Other Retail Stores 
Lodging Places 
'Amusements * 



Direct Impact of 
the University 1 
(in OOP's) 

128 
' 21,868 
698 
45,952 



'14,749 
s 2,212 

20,310 

89,040 

39,503 
53,789 
61,567 
• 33,468 
22,096. 
81,127 

25,185 
14,529 
6,978 



TOTAL TO LOCAL BUSINESSES 533,199 

Government 33,848 

Households 51,924 

Charities * 9,545 

TOTAL TO LOCAL ECONOMY 628,516 



- Income . t 
Multiplier' 

3f.02 
2.87 
2.01 
• 2.33 



1.86 

•1.54 

2.81 

2.95 

1.73 
1.47 
1.89 
1.82 
1.75 
2,27 

1.63 
2.37 
2.40 



2.18 

2.83 
2.47 
2.47 

2.24, 



Direct and . 
Indirect Impact, 
(in* 000' s) 

400 
62,700 
1,400 
107,000 



27,400 
' 3,400 

57,100 

262,700 

68,3«0 
79,100 

116,400 
60,900 
38,700- 

184„200 

41,100 
34,400 
16,700 



1,145,200 

95,800 ' 
vl28,200 
23,600 

1,409,500V 



1 PrQtn Tables 6-1, 6-3, and 6-4. 



Multipliers for Door County taken from William A, Strang, Recreation and 
the Local Economy (Madison: University of Wisconsin Sea Grant, Program, October 
1970), pages 31-33. -\ ' v 



'Figujes rounded to the nearest $100,000. 
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TABLE 6-7 



The Total Impact of the University on E*ch Local 
. \ Industry Using Multipliers .■- 



Industry 



Direct Impact 
9f tha University 1 
(in OQO'a) 



128 
2J,868 

698 
45,952 



Agriculture 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Transportation, 
Common lea): ion, 
' Utilities 
Wholesalers t 
Building Materials, 
. Farm Equipment 
Personal and Business 

Services 
Finance, Iniurai\pe l , 

Real Estate 
Department Stores 
Food Stores N 
Auto Sales and Service 
Apparel Stores 
Furniture Stores 
Eating and Drinking JPlaces 
Other Retail Stores 
Lodging Places . 
Amusements. 

TOTAL TO LOCAL BUSINESSES 
Government - 

Households and Charities 
(combined) 

TOTAL TO LQCAL ECONOMY 

1 From Tables 6-1, 6-3, and 6-4. 

2 * ' * ' ' '. " 

. ■'Derived using input-Output ta>le in Appendix F. 

$100,000. 



Approximate 
Indirect Impact/ 
on Each Industry 
Resulting from 
Direct Impacts 
(in OOP's} v 

4,372 
23,232 a? 
9,402 
59,548 



Approximate 
'Total Impact 
of the University 
on Each Industry. 2 
. (in 000*8) j 

, 4,500 
- v 47,100- 
10,100 - 
105,500 



14; 749 
2,212 


* 

\ 49,051 
17,388 . 


63,8Q0 
19,600 

• > 


20,310 


18,090 ' ' 


' 38,400 


89,0*40 


28,760 

* 

« 


117,800 

* 


39,503 
53,789 
61,567 
33,468 
22,096 

81,127 
25,185 
14,529 
6,978 


21,697 
53,011 
58,103 * 
6,732 
4,204 
14,673 
26,015 
2,171 
• ,1,622 


61,200 
106,800 
119,700 
40,200 
j 26,300 
sf/ 95,800 
- 51,200 
■ - 16,700 
8,600 


533,199 v. 


' 4007101 


1 '/ 

933,300 


^3,84-8' V 
61,469 


24,^152 
356,731 


) 58,000 
418,200 


628,516 


780,984 


1,409,500 



Figures rounded to the nearest 
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Industry 

Agriculture • 
Conekructlon ^ 
Manufacturing 
Tranaportat ion, Com- 

aunication, Utilltiaa 
Wholesaler* 
Building Hatarlala, 

Far* Fquipaent 
Pereonel and Bualnaea 

Service* * 
Finance, inauranca, 

Raaf Batata 
Department StoYea * 
Pood Storaa 

Auto Salaa and Service 
Apparal Storaa 
Furniture Storaa 4 
Rating and Drinking Placaa 
Othar Retail Storaa 
Lodging Placet 
Aaueeaanta 

TOTALS 



lain In 
Dana County 
(In OOP' a) 

— 7 

(309,000) 
HA 

(1,288,000) 

(1,494,000) 
64,732 

<15J,000). 

NA 

' 213,654 
333,104 
481,674 
84,705 
122,767 
263,911 
241,478 
(76,000) 
(31,000) 



TABUS 6-8 

Tht Total Impact of tha UhlvaraTty on Dana County Private 
Be4«^end Eaplovaent Ualng Hultlpllere* 

J J * » ■ ■ 

2 ^ £ ■ ' £ 



Approximate* 
Total'lnpact of 
tha Uhlveralty 
on lacli Induatry* 
(in OOOVa) 




38,4Gj) 

117,800 

61,200 
106,800 

119,, 7° a 
40,200 
26,300 
95,800 
51.200 
16,700 
8,600 

933,300 



Private Sac tor 

Employment 
In* Dana County 

' 

3,886 
18,431 
6,183 

6,893 
865 

7,475 

13,86j5 

3,741 
3,436 
2,358 
1,331 
1,202 
It, 840 
4,206 
2,055 
1,691 

9?,833 



NA 
I 



Hot available* ♦ 
See' footnotaa to Tabla 6-2 for, origin* of figure* In columna A, C v and D. 
l ftom Tabla 6-7. 



Salaa Pa 
Employee 

? u,m 

32,578 
( 86,500) 
208,247 

216,742. 
74,835 

20,360 



57,111 
96,945 

168,535 
55,326 

102,136 
22,290 
57,413 
37,081 
29,920 



8a c tor 



Approximate „ 

Eaployment 
attributable to 
tha Total Impect 
~ of tha Uhlveralty* 



1,116 
(117) 
507 

294 
262 

1,886 

885 « 

1,072 
1,102 
710 
727 
257 
4*?98 
892 
1 450 
287 

14*914 



Approximate 
Percantag* of 
Salaa and Employ- 
ment Attributable 
to tha Total Iapact 
of tha Unlvaralty 

i 15 
} 0) 

% 30 * 
25 



29 
32 
25 
47 
21 
36 
21 
22 

'7 



Be lee/ employment ratloa vara not available for agriculture and Manufacturing ao wa uaa tha avaraga darlvad from all industries. 
4RmpJioyment for finance, inauranca, and raal aatata baaad on tha procaduree dlacuaaad in footnote 5, Tabla ^ 
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TOTAL 'DANE COUNTY EMPLOWENT AND THE IMPACT 
OF THE UNIVERSITY 



V 



Table 6t9 summarizes the employment figures estimated in preyious sections 



versity e'mploymepfc, we estimate that - 



r ■/ 



of this chapter. 6 In total, including 
s at>out 40,000 jobs exist in Dane County because of the University's presence. 



12 

This represents 21.5% of Dane County's employment of approximately 186,100. 

Some cautions are in order in interpreting these employment findings. £ 
First and foremost, we wish to ir&mind the reader that our estimating procedures 
arp crude at best and should by no means be considered as definitive. Secondly, 
some non-lAiiversity jobs are taken by students and spouses of University 
employees so tttat numbet of University-related jobs 'held by individuals outside 
of the University community is not necessarily 'equal to the number of jobs * 
created by the' University community. Third, a small percentage of University 
employees are employed outside the county. Fourth, aur figures ignore some jobs 
that conceivably could exist because of the University. These include: 

State and federal government jobs which owe their existence to the 
University community. The U.S. Postal Service is ine example. 

• Healtt?N£are jobs created from out-of-pocket expenditures by members of 
the University community. 

♦ Jobs created by University community expenditures to local households » 
and charities. 



\ 



Wisconsi 



^Employment figure from Employment Review , January 1984, published by the 
msin Department of Industry, labor and Human Relations. + 
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TABLE 6-9 * 

Total Oniirersi'ty-Related . E^plovlnegt In ' W 

Dane^Countv \ A - * * 



tfon~Universit;y Employment Attributable j C 

to the University < 



Private sector (resulting from direct * 

expenditures to local businesses) ... ........ ...... . s .... 9,538 • 

* » ' • •; • 

O ■ ■ 

Private sector i (resulting from inditect spending) 4 ........ 5,376 % 

Public sector 3 . ... ...... i. 3,000 

• .4 • ' 



Health care sector . ... 530 

18*, 444 



University Employment ^ i 

V • *. " % * 



Employees. * • • • • • 

♦ • . 
Stents ..»...* f. H,HQ1 j 

♦ s — \ ■ • 21,677 ' ^ 



12,876 
/CS. 8,801 



TOTAL., \ '40,121 



C 



^rom Table 6-2* % 

■ 2 * ' " 

^From Table 6-8. ■ * 

V 

* 3 See the section o£ this chapter entitled ^Revertues and Employment in the * 
Public Sector Attributable to the University Community." ' 

V Srom Table 6-5. s ' ^ 

5 Prom Payroll and Staff Benefits Office. A small percentage of . UW-Madison 
employees are actually employed outside of the county. However t we choose not 
to adlust the figures because of other compensating factors discussed in the 
text. 1 # 
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• Jobs created by decisions of business firms to locate near the Univer~ 

f 

sity even- though the firms may not do business directly with either the 

1 3 

University or members of the University community. 

UW Extension* and UW Center System Jobs. , 
For these reasons, we believe that our estimate of 40,000 may actually under- 
state the number of Jobs in Dane County that are ynivers:|.ty-*fcelated. 

THE IMPACT OF THE UNIVERSITY ON THE STATE N i 

As pointed out .earlier in this report, one of the criticisms made of; 
economic impact studies is that whenever money is brought into one economy, less 

o 

► Q> 

mone^ is spent in another. This shift fn resources is most obvious- with 
students and visitors. Students from Oshfcosh or visitors from Oconoftiowoc who 



spend money in Dane County because of the University obviously do not spend this 
money in their hometown'. These ^resources merely shift within the state. How-" 
ever, there are a sizable number of students and visitors who come from outside 
of Wisconsin. Based on the findings described in Chapters A and 5, they bring 
an estimated $84 nillion into Wisconsin. Wjjth multiplier effects, the total 
impact is about $188 miW-ion. * - 

Not included, in this figure is the money spent by patients at University 
Hospital and. Clinic? who come from outside of the state. .Viriyjally none of 
this money enters the loiral economy directly since it is paid to the Univer- 
sity. However, it does enter the local economy indirectly via salaries paid to 



13- * 
.For a discussion of. this point see the section of this chapter entitled 

"The ^University as an Industrial Location Factor. M 

^University Hospital and Clinics estimates that i!>% of its patients are 
frqm\)utside of Wisconsin; 
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University employee*, and purchases made from local vendors of equipment, 
services, and supplies* We made np -attempt to assign a dollar figure to this 
effect because of the difficulty of determining it. 

. r . • 

The impact of out-of-atate employees is even more difficult to ascertain, 
since the effect; exists only in the abstract* If the UW-Madison did not exist, 

many University employees would choose to live in other states rather than 

15 :? 
reside in 'Wisconsin. Under this scenario, Wisconsin would obviously not 

receive any economic benefit from their expenditure?* 



The 's&me logic applies to students. Many Wisconsin students would leave 



the state to attend a major Big Ten level university with national stature 

* 

one did not exist in the, state. Their expenditures would thus occur outside the 
state (e.g., in Illinois or Rinnespta) and the economy of Wisconsin would lose 

• • • i 

the gffect of those expenditures. In effect, our citizens would be "importing 
educational Services" from outside the ptate us, UW-Madison h^s what is * 
termed an/'import-substitution" effect of a sizable amount. J 

Some percentage of employees and students live outside of Dane County in 

, * * / ■ 

surrounding counties. Inthis study, only expenditures that were made locally \ 

were counted* Thus, all other expenditures made by these .individuals and house- 

* - j • i 

holds accrue to the state's economy outside Dane County. J 

Yet another point t'o,be made regarding the' University f s benefit to the state 
arises out of this chapter* e -edrlier discussion of multiplier effects. As demon- 
strated in that section, not all of the money spent in Dane County stays in Dane • 
County due to leakages* It is highly likely though that a substantial portion 6i 
these leakages stay -within the state. For example, University-related expenditure? 



is 1 ■ 
w See footnote 1, Chapter 3. 
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ood stores are in turn paid to wholesalers by these food stores in order to 
purchase food. Whil^-.not all of thfese^whcjlesalers may be in Dane County, most-of 
them are in the- state. A second morfe concrete example is the University itself. 

• . ' : ■ * J. 

While 19%, of University purchasgs excluding health Insurance are made in Dane 
County, about half are made within the state. 16 " Very roughly, this represents about 
$43 million that Is spent in Wlscon&in (excluding Diane County) because of the 

i « * 

. University's presence. When all-Industries and the entire University community are 

considered, the total amount of benefit to the nonrDane County portion of the state 

due to such leakages is undoubtedly In the hundreds' of millions, of dollars. 

- Still another economic benefit |o the state is deserving of mention. On aver- 

a^e, the UW-Madison receives about $100 million annually in federal funding and 

millions more from private foundations. Apart 'from the obvious sales and jobs" that' 

.result from this money, a not so obvious benefit is the improved .quality of life 

which Wisconsin citizens enjoy as a resultVof the fruits of research. 1 ^ 

* « 
^NON-OUANTIFIABLE. ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THE UNIVERSITY 

This study has attempted to prove its points whenever possible with • 

numbers. .Our estimates have been varioQsly used to describe dollars, employees, 

or visitors resulting from the University's presence. If enouflh tifne, resources, 

^ ' si- ; v ' • . 

and expertise had been available to trhe' authors , additional numerical 'estimates 

of the University *>3 impact could have been generated. The points which follow 

* • 

represent some of those, aspects of the University's economic Impact that could 

4 ' f '. " ■ • * ' V '* i • • 

not be fully quantified but are, nonetheless salient* ■ \ '■ ■ 
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.See Chapter 2. V . • * ' : 

' • ' / • 

17 ' • 

. UW«Madison University Committee, "The Economic Benefits of the UW-Madison 
for the State," Working Qroup Report .XMadison: ^bvember , 1983) . 

i - 
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The University as an Industrial Location Factor » - • . v 

When an existing business decides to relocate or a new business chooses a * 

» » 

location site,. the Individuals responsible for the decision consider many 
factors. These include (but are by- no means limited to) such things as climate, 
energy costs, business, taxes, wage ra%es, availability and costs of raw mate- 
rials, access *to major, highways, or recreational opportunities. The question to 
be asked with respect to this study is! ""To wh*t extent is the presence of the 
University a factor in decisions by' new anjj existing businesses to locate in , , 
Dane County?" ' Y~*-" |; " .'. ' . ^ 

This is an important question, and not merely , because of this study's mm 
attempt to dacument the economic role of the University in the community. If 
the' University is, in fiact, a major location factor, this knowledge would imply 

* 

that the state and 'county need to rrfore fully utilize it «s an attraction for . 

business.* * , f • 

Those who doubt this potential role for the University need only look at 
Massachusetts and California, where th* microelectronics industry-developed as a 
direct result of expertise flowing from MIT^and^ Stanford. The UW^-Madison's 
national reputatian foi* expertise. in molecular biology and agriculture , is 
• already beginning to attract firms which need state-of-the-art knowledge 
possessed by faculty. > 

However, amidst the glamour and. money <of high-twh, there-ls a possible 
'.,*<•* . . ' * . 

tendency'to overlook firms, that choose to be near ,the. University for other- 

reasons. ' The Stimulating intellectual and cultural Wimate in Dane County no 
doubt attracts young, educated entrepreneurs. Other/lirms may locate near a 
university for marketing resorts, either selling to the University itself or to 
Its students and employees. Still others use Its technical or testing services,, 
or hire talepted graduates. . 
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In an effort -to determine how the University interacts wirtH and is viewed, 
by new business,,, a separate study was undertaken by the UW-Madison Bureau' of 
justness Research* 18 Preliminary findings based on 319 new businesses in Dane 

- V 

County Suggest that 54% of these new businesses .Consider „the University as J 
"important," "very important," or . "critic'al" in their location decision, 

SeverM variables were found to be related to ■whether the University was 

} • . • 

considered important. These include the current number of personal contacts 
with faculty and administrators', proximity to the University, number of UW- 

0 m 

Madison students and graduates employed, and percentage of budget devoted to 

research and development. / 

• »- ' * 

• % 

Returning to the economic impact issue ^rmed with this new perspective, it 

is readily apparent that new business means new jobs for Dane County. To the 

p * * 

extent that the University plays a role in attracting new business, it creates 

work for residents of tjhe community. It is, clear that this\ole is ttot a small 
one* 

The University and Retail Trade * * 

, U , ,T- / 

Earlier portions of this chapter documented^the University' a dollar impact 
on retail trade in Madison. What these figures do no.ti, express are the impacts 

of the University community's consumer tasites on the availability of consumer 

« ' * • ' ./ 

goods and services. 

- To illustrate what is meant, we ask the reader to take a mental stroll down 
State Street starting at State Street Mall. As one begins , colorful food stands 
offer an ip'credible variety of the international equivalent of fast food* Book- 



1 8 * * ' 

This study, eenfcati.vely entitled .Educational institutions and New • 

Business Development; The Case of Madison, Wisconsin , 'will bereleased in the 

summer. The study examines the role of both the UW-Mactyfon ftnd Madison Area 

Technical College; v / } v 
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stores, used and nek, stock thousands of titles that appeal to any 'and every 
reader. Record 'stores are so numerous that virtually any album Issued In the^ 
last 30 yea™ can be found. Gourmet coffees, teas, and kitchen esoterics beckon 
through the storefronts of several shops. Handcrafted leather goods, obscure 
but captivating board games, exotic ice cream flavors, jazzy clothes, and almost 
every scent of lotion, sqap, powder, cream, oil, or shampoo ever imagined by the 
discrMinating nose await shoppeTS. 

Much of State Street Is primarily a University-based retail center. Its 
variety 'of offerings reflects the remarkable diversity of the University com-' 
munity. The UW^Madisbn has students from virtually every state and over one 
hundred foreign countries. Faculty-fls well come from all over the nation and 
the world. 'These individuals have. unique and different consumer tastes that 
create an inviting market 'for retailers. 

•The local economy benefits from this heterogenous University market in two 
ways. First, local consumers have available a greater choice of goods and ser- 
vices, since State Street is obviously not merely for the University's exclusive 
use. And second, more dollars stay in thecounty because shoppers ^do not need 
to go to such cities as Milwaukee, Chicago, or Minneapolis to find the types of 
consumer goods and services they seek. ^ 

The University's Service* to the Non-University Community 

Tf0*Sb'2 and again in 1984, the University of Wisconsin System published an 
inventd^of University services available to business and industry. 19 This 
compilation included all the institutions of the UW System. Under the heading 
of Ul7-Ma/^son are a list of 172 centers that offer services. 

— ^— ■ ( 



1 University Resources for Business Industry , University of Wisconsin 
System, WW, available by calling^ (800) 362-3020. 



The scope of these services is so vast that it is impossible to do them 
lustice here* A f^randotnly chosen examples will have to suffice as cases in 

S » Q 

point: 

** • 

• The Department of Chemistry offers technical expertise in instrument 

design and fabrication for ehemical firms* 

• The State laboratory of Jtyg*ene which is a part of the Center for 
Health Sciences conducts numerous tests of drugs, identifies suspected 

t bacteriological agents, and conducts clinical field trials* 

\ The Department of Pathobiological Sciences tests biological: and 
* chemical agents^.for the control and prevention of animal diseases* 

• The Department of Entomology offers advj.ce on insects and- insect -caused 

\ . »\ " 

problems, insecticides, pesticides, and insect control. 

• "The Molecular Biology laboratory prdvidei? technical expertise in the 

application of recombinant DNA techniques to problems in agriculture, 
medicine, and industrial processes* - '* * 

It Is one of the University's missions', and the core of the Wisconsin Idea 
to provide these services* What is sometimes overlooked are the economic 
benefits £o the county and state* 

Many of the services provided by the Universit^Ere so highly technical 
that the requisite expertise and/ot equipment may simply not exist outside of an 
academic setting. Also, JJnlverslty services are probably at v the cutting edge of 
new discoveries, since the UW-Madison as a major refeearch university is 
presumably abreast of new research developments* 

It is thus not a specious argument to claim that these services benefit the 
local economy. Thte success of many businesses fundamentally depends on a knoVl- 
edge base and the access to new knowledge. \ 
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t 

The University alrfb provide? many services which benefit areas of Dane 
County's non-University community other than business and industry. The role of 
University Hospital and Clinics has already been mentioned and is described in 
Appendix G« v The Department of Polioe and Security provides protection which 

inevitably spills out of the University community into the local community. The 

■ *> * 

'« 

Arboretum, Picnic Point, and other sites owned by the University provide recrea- 
tional opportunities to residents of Dane County. Memorial Union offers a 
regularly scheduled array of musical and dramatic entertainment which is open to 
the^gyublic. The Elvehjem Museum's collection attracts many county and stat;e 
residents. The twenty-two libraries at the UN-Madison can be visited and used 

■'■..*■ .V . " 

by anyone in the state. \ . A 

^ These services would not etfist if there were no UW~MadiSon. To obtain them 
(if there were no University) v: cottTt%y Residents would have to go elsewhere, or 
local government would have to pr^ylfle them. Either way, the economic drain on 
the county is evident. So these seryiti^^provided by the University are a major 
economic benefit to the county* 

The University and Availability; plf ffuman Resources 

Amidst all,the discussion of dollar? iA this report, it has virtually 
escaped mention that one of ^the Universit^ , 8 foremost missions is V to prepare 
students for life and a career ip v tpmorrow v s society. From all indications, 
this preparation is highly valuable to graduate? personally, professionally, and 
economically* ) 

Some UW-ftadieon graduates stay In Dane ^County as evidenced by the many 
alumni who hold key positions locally. . These individuals actually benefit the 
local economy through their knowledge, skills, and creativity, resul&tnR In 
greater productivity and a higher quality of local goods and. services , from 
which all members of Dap*- County benefit* v ; 
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Before graduation, moat students take part-time Jobs locally* The wide- 

_ < 
spread availability of students who are willi/nR to work for low wages benefits 

both local businesses and local' consumer*. Reduced labor costs means lower 

overhead for a business, and if these reduced operating costs translate into 

• o 

lower pricjps, all member* of the local economy benefit • 

CAVEATS . 

Throughout! the process of describing our findings, we have made a coi^erted 
effort to caution the reader whenever we felt our estimates were biased or based 
on assumptions not supported entirely by data* Rather than repeating the lndir 
vldual point? made in each chapter, this section explains several caveats that 
apply to the entire study* % 

Er,ror Estimates 

An obvious difficulty with a study of this type lies in attempting to 

estimate numerical errors. Estimates such as those presented throughout this 

.report are often described In the context of a range or as an average "plus or 

minus" some probable deviation. We decided for two reasons, however, to present 

simple averages: first, averages are easier to understand than ranges; second, 

there was no meaningful basis in most cases for establishing a statistical ranfte 

f ' 
of error. There were certainly instances when more conservative assumptions 

would have lowered the estimates and more liberal ones would have increased 

them. So while the estimates can hardly be considered error*free, we are conr- 

vinced they are realistic and probably conservative* 

Vehicle Purchases v 

In total, we estimated that approximately $40 million worth of vehicles 
were purchased In banc County by members of the University community during the 
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1 98^-84 academic year. However, this estimate is a combination of four as sump- 1 
tione with varying degrees of ^support: 

• It is assumed that the total for etodent vehicle purchases made in 1969; 
adjusted for inflation represents current student vehicle purchases. : 

• It"" is assumed that total employee vet^icle purchases can be extrapolated 
from three purchases. » • . ^ . 

• It is assumed that visitor purchases are not attributable to the 

* ■ ■ 1 

. University. . 

• . It is assumed that the ratio of new-to-used vehicle purchases we esti-. 

» ■ 

mated was correct and that we allocated- the- corresponding dollar 

amounts appropriately to businesses and households. 
Correctly determining vehicle purchases attributable to the University 
would have been a study in itself. Our sample/sizes , response rates, and time 
frame were adequate for other purposes, but ,not for capturing the infrequent 
purchase of a durable good during a month's time. Future studies should use $ 
one-year time frame and separate dealer purchases from private party purchases. 

Time Period of Data Collection 



, / 

It was not always practical or even possible to obtain data for the time 

periods we desired. The net result is that although the findings in this report 

are supposed to represent the ^983-84 school year, some of the data were 

actually gathered from 1982-83 sources. ^Variations from year to year are not 

random, so , this inconsistency can Introduce bias into the estimates. For- 

tunately, we believe the ovetall effect is in a conservative direction, since in 

\i f" " 

the malority of cases, 1982-83 data were smaller. i 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The 1971 version of this study concluded Vy stating "The University is a 
mbre important component of the Dane County economy than w$ expected when we 
began the study*" It was anticipated t^at fourteen years later this replication 
would hold no more surprises. However , 'findings in two major* areas did surprise 

us after all* 

* 

Visitors to the University seem to represent a much more impcfirt ant source 

I f * 

of income to the local economy than^e Initially expected* With 2 milj^Lon out- 

of-county visitors ^Plfffually spending an estimated $140 million, it would seem 

that a number of local businesses and jobs owe their existence to these visits* 

The Greater Madison Chamber of Commerce and Greater MadJfson Convention and 

Visitors Bureau should explore ways by which the local economy could benefit 

even further* At a minimum, a more in-depth study of spending patterns is 

called for, followed by marketing strategies specifically targeted at University 

visitors. , * 

I 

+ The second "surprise" is our increased recognition of the role played hy 
University Hospital and Clinics in the local ecbnomy* In planning and conduct- 
ing this study we made no effort to isolate UniveriLty Hospital and Clinics 1 
-^mpact, but we now believe it deserves a study of its -own* We strongly 
encourage the Center for Health silences at UW-Madison to commission a study to 
parallel this one* Of particular interest <are the dollars brought Iti by out-of- 

county patients and their insurers, the. extent of local purchases of equipment, 

■ - ' % * - 

r 

supplies, and services, and the spending patterns bf patient visitors* 

In a related vein, we believe that recent changes in ttie allocation of 
University health insurance dollars warrants an examination of their effect on 
jt,he structure of the local health care industry as a whole as well'as the 
University 'a, part in it. « 
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Out other recommendations are the same as those for the 1971 study: 

♦ Those individuals who are responsible for the economic development of 

Dene County should carefully consider the University's role, using the 

findings of this study 4iaia starting point. 

The University itself should examine what could be done to increase the 



V 

percentage of purchases made locally and in the state... > % x * 

* This study should be repeated periodically as an ongoing barometer of 

'«/'•' 

the University's role in the local economy. 
To conclude, our fondest wish is that the findings of this study facilitate 
the continued improvement of the relationship between the .University of Wlscori- 

S t 

sin-Madison, the local community, and the state. It 1,8 almost a platitude to 
say that the three are interdependent, but in the midst of the controversies 
that arise from time to time the mutualities can fte overlooked. One of our 
strategies in presenting the findings of this study has been to try to illus- 
trate what tone County might be like without the University. In doing so, we 
hope we have generated a renewed appreciation of the "bucks" tha ( t exist locally 
because of Bucky Badgers 
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APPENDIX A \ 
^ Survey Instruments * 

Employee Survey; s 

' •* * 

Latter to employees 

Questionnaire sent ta^employees ' , 

Follow-mp postcard * 

Student Survey : 

Litter to students 
Questionnaire spnt to students 
EbiJU>w-up postcard : 

Football Fan Survey : ■ - 

Letter to fans < , 

Questionnaire handed out to fans at games * v 

Parent Visit Surveys: * " 

letter to parents * 

Questionnaire sent to parents ' 

Coding ^heet used for calling undergraduates with Dane County permanent 

, addresses * • 

Instructions for calls 
• Result codes for calls * ^ ^ 

Letter to foreign students 

Questionnaire sent to foreign students * 

Letter to graduate students with Dane County permanent addresses 
Questionnaire sent to graduate'students * 

> , '* V ' 

Department Survey : 1 

Letter to academic deans and directors * 
letter to department heads 

Letter to department secretaries * ■ 

Questionnaire sent to department A 
v s Follow-up letter sent to department heads 

Extension Visitor Survey: * „ 
^ 

Letter to program coordinator 1 
Guidelines for program coordinators 
Letter to program participants 
Queetionndlrf given^o program participants 

Busing s 8 Visitor Survey: v * 

# ' 

Letter to participants in Graduate School of BanKing programs 
.Questionnaire given to program participants • •* 
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UnfVersity of Wisconsin Ma<jison 



Graduate School of Business 

1155 Observatory Drive 
Madison, Wisconsin 53706 



Bureau of Business Research 



November 25, 1983 



0 



Dear Faculty Member/University Employee: 



4h 



The Bureau" of Business Research has been .asked by the Chancellor's 
Office to conduct a Research study assessing the impact of the UW-Madison 
on the local economy. An important part of this atudy involves determin- 
ing the amount *of expenditures by University faculty and employees to 
-A^variotis types of Dane Coijnty businesses and organizations. 

To collect this information, the enclosed questionnaire is being , 
sent to a randomly selected sample of University faculty And employees. 
Your participation would be -greatly, appreciated. The informatioh you 
supply will be used in state budget planning and will also aid in stim- 
ulating cooperation between campus and community. 

We*are also sending questionnaires to full-time Students to deter- 
mine student expenditures. To avoid duplication, please discard the 
questionnaire if you are both a UW-Madison employee and a full-time 
student. 

The questionnaire asks you to recall your expenditures within Jiane 
County during a designated month. It sttould take only pen minutes to 
complete » 



7~ 



After completing the questionnaire, please return it to the Bureau 
of Business Research in the enclpsed business reply envelope. All the 
information which you- provide will be held in confidence and only aggre- 
gate data will be published; 

Thank you for yor valued assistance, 

I Si'ncerdly, 

♦ 

v Wi.llj.am A. Strang 

, . Director, Bureau of BusVafess Research and 

. i Associate Dean for External Relations 
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108 / 
FACULTY/EMPLOYER QUESTIONNAIRE . \ 

* 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please provide answers to the following questions to the best of 
your ability. s You will not be identified in any way so conf ictentlAlity ,is 
assured. If you are both a UW-Madison employee and a full-time stfudent, please 
discard the questionnaire. 

Listed below ate various types of businesses and organizations in Dane County . 
Please read through the list once, then go back and estimate the amount of 
expenditures you (or, if married, you and your family) made to each during the 
month circled below. Include both cash and credit expenditures. If you had no 
expenditures^ in a given category, put a 0 in that category. If you are not sure 
of the exact amount, please use your best estimate. 

August 1983 September 1983 October 1983 November 1983 

Estimated Monthly 
Expenditure in 

Type of Dane* County Business or Organization* Dane County 

1. Telephone company • $_j , 

2. Madison Gas & Electric • $ . * 

3. Department, variety, discount, catalog stores.......' $ 

4; Apparel stores (clothing, shoes, accessories),.... | 

5. Automobile, truck, or motorcycle dealers 

(vehicle purchases only) J * $ _ 

6. Service stations, garages, auto dealers (for repairs, v 
parts, or gasoline, etc.) $ — 

7. Furniture and/or appliance stores $ 

8. Eating and drinking places (restaurants, bars, etc. )..... s $ 

9. Food stores • • ........... $ . 

10. Other retail stores (florists, gift stores, record 

shops, liquor stores, drug stores, hardware stores). $ [ h 

<* * * 

11. Guest lodging places (hotels, motels, fourist homes). $ ■ 

12.. Amusement \places (theatres, private golf clubs, 

amusement parks) • . • • • * * $^ 

13. Local households (payments made directly to individuals; 

for example,, babysitters, cleaning, private parking) $ 

14. Insurance companies (li^e, health, disability, 
automobile, accident, property, etc.) 

- Payments made to companies in Dane County.. •r $ ' ■ <\ ■ 

- Payments made to companies outside the county, 

^ but where the salesman i Is a local resident $ 4 x . 
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15. Financial institutions (banks, finance companies, 
savings ajul loans , v credit unions, atgck brokers, etc.) 

a) Mortgage payraeftts: < , 4 

Amount paid in interest • • • • • • • $_ 

- Amount paid on principals* ♦ $_ 

b) Service charges and intetrest (other than 

mortgage -interest) • . . . • • +* *.,•••#.. $J_ 

16. Housing rental (for apartments, houses, etc., do not * #^ 
" inqlude amounts paid for University of Wiscon^it^ owned ■ 

housing) • p ' s ' 

- Rent paid to businesses. • $_ 

- Rent paid to individuals • 

r Rent paid to non-profit organizations (fraternities, 

sororities, co-operatives, etc. If you pay a< semester 
rate, please estimate the portion paid monthly for 
rent.). • $^ 



J- 



17. Transportation companies located in Dane County (city 40 

or University buses, railroad or airline companies — only r * * 
*if ticket Was purchased locally— 'other bu? companies, 

taxis) ■• • • • • $ ; 



18. City or oounty government (excluding property tax but 
Including public parking fees, traffic tickets, public 
golf courses, public* park fees, etc.).... $_ 



19. Churches and local charities $_ 



20. Personal or business servicjjw^CI^wyerB , doctors, 

barbers, beauty shops, optometrists, laundries, dry 
cleaners, etc.) •••••• ^ 



21. Repair service or construction companies (plumbers, 

electricians , carpenters , etc . ) • • • • • $ 



22. Wnat were your average balances in Dane County institutions in the following 
categories during the month circled at the , beginning of this questionnaire? 



Checking account •> • • 

Savings account (certificates of deposit, etc..) ... ... . . $^ 

23. . What is your position at the Uty-Madison? 

Full Professor . '." 

Associate Professor 

Assistant Professor ^ •* 

Academic Staff 

Civil Service Staff » . . 

Other < please indicate) 1 '■ • .. 



24. Would you still be living in Dane County in 1983*1984 if you were not 

r 



smployed by the University- of Wisconsin-JWadison? Yes No 



, • ... \ 
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25. 



26. 



27. 



28. 



' 29. 
30, 



Including yourself, how many family members live in your 
household? 



25a. How many of your children, If any, attend public / 
primary or secondary schools in Dane County? ' 

How many other members of your household, if. any, work, for the University, of 
Wisconsin-Madison? • . 

How many friends or relatives from, outside Dane County visited you during 
the month circled at the beginning o4 this questionnaire? (D6 hot include 
individuals visiting on university-related business.) , 



27a. What was the average daily expenditure of these visitors? 
(Include transportation, food, etc.) > . $ . 



27b. What was the average length of stay (in days). .'of; these 
visitors? 

Do you own your home and/or other property in Dane County? 
. Yes No (END OF QUESTIONS) '* 

?• • ' 

What is your estimated 1983 property tax? . $ 

Did you purchase your home in 1,983? 



Yes 



No 



(END OF QUESTIONS) 



3L. From whom did you buy your home? 



32. 



an individual 

a real tor/ developer : 

a construction company 

Oth€£ 



What was the approximate purchase pi^Lce of your home? 
32a. About how much did you pajKasjre^ltor's fees? $^ 



Thank you for your valued participation^ A/l>ueiness"re$ly envelope is provided 
for your convenience ♦ , 



Dear Employee: . 

i .... ' ~ 1 



Last week a questionnaire seeking Information on your 

monthly expenditures In Dane County was sent to you. Your 

name was choscfn at random f rom* £ he list of University faculty 
; and employees, * , * 

■ > ^ 

If you have already completed and returned , it to us, 
please accept our sincere thanks* v If not, please do so today. 
Your participation will greatly increase the accuracy and 
usefulness of our study. ' _ ' 

If you did not receive a questionnaire, or, it was* 
misplaced, "please call *Jean "Knowles (262-1550) at the Bureau 
of Business Research and she. will send you one' today. 



Sincerely! 



William A. Strang," Director 
Bureau of Business Research and 
Associate Dean for External Relations 
School of Business 



r 
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Uiiivjersity of Wisconsin 



Qri^uitt School of Business 
1155 Observatory Drive 
lad Won, Wisconsin 53708 




son 



Bureau of Business Research 

November 25, } l983 



Dear UW-Madison Stucfent: , * 

« The Bureau of Business Research has been frsked by the Chancellor's 
Office to condtlot *a research study -assessing the impact of the UW-Madison 
v on the local economy. An important part of this. st^dv>rtVolves determin- 
ating the amount of expenditures by University 3tudent'?rtQ various types of 

Dane Cctunty businesses and organizations. " 0 

*, * , 

To collect this information/ the enclosed qu.estionriaire is being / 
sent to a randomly aelecte4 samtifa of University students. Because only \ 
£ sma.ll sample is being used, id is extremely important that, each student 
who receives! a questionnaire complete and return it. # The information that 
you provide will be used to pltfn student programs and.'University budgets, 1 
stimulate cooperation between the campus and the community, and plan 
finanplal aid ftudgets. * « " ' # 

The questionnaire asks you to^ recall* your expenditures within Dan^ 
Gounty during a designated month. It should fcaJce .only ten minutes to 
complete. If you are a foreign student, you will be asked several addi- 
' s tional questions regarding, visits by your parents and family. 

.» 

° x After completing the questionnaire, please return it to the Bureau 
t)f Business Research in the enclose^ business reply Envelope. All' of the 
information which- you provide will be held in. confidence and only aggre- 
gate data wikl be published. 



Thank you for your assistance. 




AK:jgk 
Enclosures 



incerely, * 

Artace Kelting /y 
Project Assistant; 
* Bureau of- Business Research 
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 



INSTRUCTIONS s '-- Please provide answers to ths following questions to the b*st of 

your ability. You will not be identified in any way so confidentiality is 
assured* . ' * - '. X ' v 

Listed below are various types of businesses arid organisations in Pane County. 
Please read through the list once, then go back and estimate the amount of 7 
expenditures you (or, if married, you -and -your family) made to each during the 
month circled below. Include both cash and credit expenditures. If you had no' 
expenditures tn a given category, put a 0 in that category. If you are not sijre 
of the exact, amount,, please use your best estimate. . v -\ 



Sfptember 1983 



October 1983 



3. 
A. 
5. 

6. 



Type of Dane County Business or Organization * 

1 • Telephone company • • • • 

2. Madison -Gas & Electric. 

Department, variety, discount, catalog stores. 



November 1983 

Estimated Monthly 
Expenditure in^ 
pane County 

V . : ; 



Apparel stores (clothing; sj&j&es, accessories) . . . ........ . ♦ *$_ 



Automobile, truck, or motorcycle dealers 
(vehicle purchases only)-* v i . • • ••••••• 



Service stations, garages, auto dealers (for repairs; . ^^T* 
parts, or gasoline, etc.)..*,......'. $ 



7. Furniture and/or appliance stores »•••••* • • $_ 



8. Eating and' drinking places (restaurants, bars, etc.). .v.. $ 

9 . Pood stores 



10 s . Other retail stores (florists, gift stores, record 

Stops, liquor stores, "drug stores, hardware st6res) . . • . • • 



11. Guest lodging places (hotels, motels, tourist homes) 

12. Amusement places (theatres, private golf clubs, 

. amusement parks) i » • • 



13. Local households (payments made directly to individuals; 
for example, babysitters, cleaning, private parking) 



14. Insurance companies {11 fs,~ health, disability, 
„. automobile, accident, property, etc.), 



- Payments made to companies in Dane County.... 

- Payments made to companies outside the county 
but where .the salesman Is a local resident.... 



••••see 
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15. Financial institution* (banks, £tnanc«» co«j>anjt«i, 

savings and loans, credit unions, stock brokers, etc.) 



a) Mortgage payments': 

•* Amount paid In Interest * . 
- Amount paid on principal. 



$ 

$" 



^ Sarvlcs chargts and lntarast (other than 



mortgage Interest) 



16. Housing rental (for apartments, houses, etc.; do not 
Include amounts paid for University of Wisconsin owned 
housing) „ 




- Rant paid to businesses 

- Rent paid f to Individuals, 

- Rent paid to non-profit organizations (fraternities, 
sororities, co-operative* , etc. If you pay a semester ° 
rate, please estimate* the portion paid monthly for 

rent .)................•.'.♦. • • • • * $ 



17. Transportation companies located In "Dane County (city 

or University buses, railroad or airline companies — only- / 
if ticket was purchased locally — other bus companies, ' - 

. taxis) • * 

18. City or county government (excluding property tax but 
including public parking fees, traffic .tickets, publlp 
golf courses, public park fees, etc.) 



$. 



19. Churches and focal chair! ties. 



20. Personal or business services (lawyers, doctors, 
. \ barbers*' beauty shops, optometrists, laundries, dry 
cleaners*, etc.) • ............ 



4 - • , 



..'V 



21. Repair service or construction companies (plumbers,' 

electricians, carpenters, etc.)...* >• , — — 

22. What were your average balances In Dane County institutions In the following 
categories during the month circled at the beginning of this questionnaire? 



Checking account.' 

Savings account (including certificates of 
deposits, \»|» »♦♦.♦.♦..♦. •+* 

23. Do you live In unlversity-owried housing? Yes No 



y 



<* * 
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24.° Aril' you married? 'Yes 



Ho 



v (SKIP TO QUESTION 25) 



24a. If yes, how mariy family members Including yourself live 
in 1 your household? , 



24b. Is your spouse a student? Yes 

No 



(SKIP TO QUESTION 25) 



24c. If no,, does at least one of your spouse's parents live 
' . outside of Dane County? Yes No (SKIP TO QUESTION 25) 



24de If yee+Jtow many times do yoS aspect then to visit you 
and yow spouse tn Madison 4uring the 1983-1984 school 
year? (Consider tha school year to bagin August 20, 

4 1983 and and y Augus^ 20, 19840, . * tlmaa % 

25e How- many children, 11 any, do you hava who are living with you? 

* v '„ \ 

25a. How many of these children, If any, attand public primary 
or, aacond schools in Iftane Coupty? ; ™ 

26. Would you still ba living lri Dana County In 1983-1984 If you wars not 
attending tha University of Wisconsin-Madison? Yas No . 

27. Where was your/ residence prior to enrolling at the UW-Madlson? 

v Dana County * ^ 

Other Wisconsin 
Other U.Se • ■ 

Foreign | * 

28. What ^is your student status? - * * ' 

Foreign grad, undergrad, or 'professional ^ v 

U.S. grad or professional ■ 
U.S. undergrad -r^^ 

Special ^ ' - i 

29. Are you currently a full-* or part-time student? 



Full-time < 
Part-tfime 



30# How many friends or relatives from outside Dag* County visited you during 
the month circled at the beginning of this questionnaire? (Do ^ot include 
your parents 'or If married, your spouse 1 s parents.) , 

.i ■ » 
30a. What was the average daily expenditure of these visitors? 
(Include transportation food, etc.) *$ ' 



■EMC 



30b. Whet we. the everage length of stay (in day.) of these 
visitors? „ , < • 

v * r « : ■ \ 

CONTINUED ON THE NEXT PAGE 

\ '■ . . » ••• 

■ \ • - . - i ■ 
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3t. Do you own your home and/or other property in Dane County? 



tea 



No- 



(END OF QUE3TI0N8) 



32. What is your estimated 1983 property tax? 

33. Did you purchase your home in 1983? Yes 



No 



(END OF QUESTIONS) 



34. From whom did you buy your home? 

» « 

an individual j 
a raaltor/devalopar 

a construction company 

other i 

35. What was the approximate purchase i price of your home? $_ 

35a. About how much did you pay-W. real tor's fees? $_ 



Thank you for your participation! Please return this questionnaire to the Bureau 
of eBusiness Research in the enclosed business reply envelope. 



s 
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Dear Student: 



Last week a questionnaire seeking Information on your 
Monthly, expenditures in Dene County was sent to you. Your 
name was selected at random from the University student 
list. 

If you have already completed and returned it to us, 
please accept our sincere thanks* If not, please do so 
today. Because it has been sent to only a small, but 
representative, sample of students, it is extremely impor- 
tant t^hat yours be included in the study if the results are 
to a ccur.t.lyr.pr..*nt student .xpenditure,. 

If you did not receive a questionnaire, or it was 
misplaced, please 4 ^ call Jean Knowles at the Bureau of Business 
Research (2o2-1550) and she will send you one today. 

, V Sincerely, 

I - \ • 

<J ■ 

Artace Keating, Project Assistant 
Bureau of Business Research 
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University of Wisconsin ^JSU Madison 



Gradual* School of Duaine^ 
1155 Observatory Drive y 
Madison, Wisconsin 53706 




0 



Bureau of Business Research 



Dear Football Fan: 

We need your assistance! , 

Aa you are well aware, football Saturdays bring tens of thousand? of fans from 
all over the Midwest" to the city of Madison. Your visit not only helps boost 
the football program, but it t also affects local businesses. The University of* 
Wisconsin Athletic Department has asked the Bureau of Business Research to 
measure )that effect and we ask your help so that we can measure it accurately. 

When you return home, please take a few minutes to complete the attached ques- 
tionnaire. This survey asks you to answer a few questions about yourself, and 
'recall the expenditures that were made jyithim Dane County by yourself and those 
who came to Madison with you to attend the game. We realize that you may not 
remember your expenditures exactly, but your best estimate will still be help- . 
ful. Yop will not be asked to identify yourself in any way,, so confidentiality 
is assured* A business reply envelope is enclosed for your cpnvehiehce, 

I . , 7 i 

Thank you for your cooperation. Your contribution to this studyp is , greatly 
appreciated^ v 

Enjoy the gam^ arjd your visfF.^ » 
Sincerely,/ 



William A. Strang \ 

Director, Bureau of Business Research and 
Associate Dean for External Relations 



WAS:jgk s 
Enclosures 
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*' . JQOTBALL FA N .QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. Do you live outside of Dane County? 

Ye * " ' m b° (It nf, pWase discard questionnaire) 

tt / \ 

2. What game did you attend the weekend yNau received thia questionnaire? 

' V. Wisconsin v ' 



' r 



3. When did you arrive/ in Madison to attend\his weekend's football same? 

Time Day ______ 

4. When ^id you leave/ Madison? 

* Time ^ x / Ddy 



ERIC , 



5.. How many football game* do you plan to attendUn Madison this season? 
(Include this game and any 'previous garoes' : you attended in your count) 
games . f \ 

^ ■ /. \ \ 

6. Listed below are other sports events, ^ttew many\of each do you normally 
attend in Madison each /year? \ 

Sport Numb er of Games Attended 

Basketball ' 

Hockey 

Other ( v pjease specify): 



I 



•The next few Questions ask you to describe yourself \ This will help the 
Athletic Department Co more effectively serve its mairket. * 



J 



7. Have you ever attended the U.W. -Madison? 
Yes' 1 JJ 0 ■ , 

>, ~ - 

„ 7a. Do you haya any children currently attending the U.W. -Madison? 

— y«* \ ..no . 

f v 

\ 

8. What is your age category? < ' 

■ ■ . p-24 35-44 55-64 

25-34 45-54 65 or over 



9. What is your occupation (or what was it if you are now retired?) 

. — ^ — : , f _ 

10, Which of the following bes£ describes your* educational background? 
+ Mb \ f . 
Some hTgh school Vofiatlon^l/tephnical * 

- High school graduate College graduate \ 

Soam 1 college or vocational/technical ■ _ 



lie Whiq)i Income ieyel but deecribee your total houkfhold Income for 1982? 

i^M then $10,000 $20,000-29,9^9 *°$40. 000-49. 999 

% r _1 **0, '000-19 ,999 1 $30,000-39,99* $30,000 or over 

.'• 144 / 
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12. Consider tho 'group you cama to Madison with us your football "party, 0 . 
Including youraalf, how many in your party were from ojjtaHe of Dan* County? 

. (Number) . 

12a. How many in your party were from outside Wisconsin? 

(Mumbot) * . * 

13, listed below ara various types of buainaaa In Dana County ^ PI aaa a raad 
through tha list once, than go "back and estimate tha amouiftNof axpendltura 
your party made to ,each during y£ur vieit. If you ara not cartaln of tha 
praclaa amount, your best estimate will ba helpful. Please do not include 
expenditures made by those who live in Dane County if they were in your 
party, ,\ • 

Eatimatad Expenditure 
n Type of Dana County Business or Organization ♦ During Visit 



(a) The University of Wisconsin (athletic tickets, 
on-carapua meals, expenditures in the' Memorial 
Union, University -Bookstore, etc.). . . v • t • $ 

( V (b) Transportation companies located in Dane County 
j (city or Unlveraity buses, railroad or airline 

companies—only if ticket was purchased locally— 
other bus companies, taxis) ... .... . * . . . . . 

0 

(c) Personal or business services (lawyers, doctors, 
barbera, beauty shops, optometriata, laundries, 

dry cleaners, etc;) .,»..« .' 



(d) Department, variety, discount, catalog stores 

(e) Apparel stores (qlothing, shoes, accessories) 

(f) ^ Automobile dealers (car purchases only) # . . 



0 

only) 

t 



(g) Service stations, garages, auto dealers (for. 

repairs, parts, or gasoline, etc*) . . • . . b _ 

(h) Furniture and/or appliance stores . ... • . • . > 
(lj) Eating and drinking places 



(J) Other retail stores (florists, gift stores, record 

shops, drug stores, hardware stores, etc.)* • • • » • 

* 

(k) % Lpdging places (hotels, motels, tourist homes)'* .... . ^ 

(1) Amusement places (theatres, private golf clubs,* * 

amusement parks,, etc.). .♦. * . N . . 

# 

(m) City or county government (public perking fees, 

traffic tickets, public golf counts, public park v 

fees, etc) ; ... • . 4 • • . % ,» 

(n) Local households (payments mada directly to Individuals ' 
not in business, for example, babyhitt^rs, private 

parking). « .... * v • ♦ > \ 

■o 

TOTAL VISIT EXPENDITURES \ ...... ... $ 

THANK YOU, FOR YQUR VALUED ASSISTANCE! , 



rjUR 

(A BUSINESS REPLY ENVELOPE tS ENCLOSED FOR YOUR CONVENIENCE) 

i 1 • t * *, 
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University of Wisconsin Madison 



Graduate School of Business 
1155 4 Qbservatory Drive 
Madison^ Wisconsin 53706 



Bureau of Business Research 

December 5. 19^3 



Dear Parent: ; * * ■ . 

We heed your assistance! 

The UW-Madison is interested in learning how much of an effect it has 
on the economies of Dane County and the State of Wisconsin. One way in 
which the university affects the local economy is through visitors, and in \ 
^particular through parent visits to UW-Madison students. * 

Please take a few minutes jto/^omplete the enclosed questionnaire which 
asks you a few questions about your plans for a visit and your approximate . 
expenditures if you ? ve visited recently. Since this survey is only being 
sent to a small random sample of parents, yoyr participation is particu- 
larly important so that we may obtain usef ul^nformatfon. Please complete 
the survey even if you, hqye no plans to visiVrodison , . 

A business reply envelope has been provided for your convenience. 
Thank you for your time and assistance. 



Si 




WAS:jgk 
Enclosures 



William A. Strang 
Director, Bureau of business Research and 
Associate Dean for External Relations 
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s -. v BUREAU OF BUSINESS RESEARCH SURVEY 

Parent Visits to the UW-Madison 

n 

1. How many sons and/or daughters do you have who are currently attending 
school at the U|ivereity of Wisconsin-Madison? ; , 

2. Consider the 1983-^1984 school year to begin and end about August 20. How * 
many times do you. plan to travel to Mjadlson to visiit your 'son(s) and/or ' « 
daughter(s) during this time period? • , ■ 

3. Do youlive outside of Wisconsin? " 

x - i 

Yes t No . * 

'v " 

4. Have you visited sinews the sphool year started? 

■ <• 

I Yes No * (END OF QUESTIONS) > 

5. * Listed below are various types of businesses and organizations in Dane 

County, where Madison is located. Please read through the list once, then 
go back and estimate the amount of expenditures you and others who accom- 
panied you m^de during the visit circled below. If you are "not sure of the 
exact amount, please use your best estimate. 

• * * 

First Visit of Most Recent Visit 

' School Year of School Year , 

, v Estimated Expenditure* 

Type of Dane County Business or Organization During Visit 

a. The University of Wisconsin (athletic tickets, on-campus * 4 
meals, expenditures in the Memorial Union, University 

Bookstore, etc.) • •••• $ • 

b. Transportation companies located in Dane' County (city or 
University buses, railroad* or airline * companies— *only if 
ticket was purchased locally—other bus companies, 
taxis)... • •• ....••.» .... 

/ • r ' 

c. Personal or business services (lawyers , doctors, barbers, o / 
beauty shops, optometrists, laundries, dry cleaners , ' /' 
etc.) ... / 

9 d. Department, variety, discount, catalog stores # ♦ . m ; / * 

e. Apparel stores (clothings shoes, accessories).........* y 

f. Automobile, truck or motorcycl* dialers 

(vehicle purchases only)..* ♦ i f , ,, ; ., , 

g. Service stations * garages, auto dealers (for repairs, \ . 
parts, or gaaollnj, etc* )♦•♦.♦•♦♦ ♦ ».. •• , i . , . 

j • ^ ' '.. ■ ■ * - v- 

9 " ' " * / Continuad on raver oa side 

., • W- ... ' > . 

v A ' * « ' . ... L.. ,J 
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Estimated Expenditure 
Type of Dane. County Business or Organization Durin g Viait ' 

h# Furniture and /or appliance stores/* 

i* Eating and drinking placed* •••••••• • •••• i / 

, * ' . » ' ; • 

j. Other retail stores (florists, gift stores, record shops, 

liquor stores, drug stores, hardware stores,, etc. )............ \ ; * ■ 

k. Lodging places (hotels, motels, tourist homes)..... ............ • 

1. Amusement places "(theatres , private golf clubs,' amusement \ 
parks, etc.). ..♦./.».. ...«.....' ' • - 

A ' " , ' » ' : . • 

m. City or county government (public parking fees, traffic, , 
, tickets, public golf courses, public park fees, etc.)..../..*.. ' 

n. Local households (payments made directly 4 to individuals 

not in business, babysitters, private parking)... ....... ... ^ 

■ ■ ' • •■ 

TOTAL VISIT. EXPENDITUTSIES. . . . . . ? ...;..».. .'. ♦ . $ ■ . ^ 

' » . « s. «. » 

.'Of i 

6# For the visit circled above, did you alsov^lan your trip to Madison around r 
a particular event or business purpose which Was not sponsored by the UW- 
Madison? VJ / ' & - : - - 

Yes' No " 

6a* If yea, was this event or business purpose ttite main reason foijj your visit 
\ to Madison? -> ' 1 ' * 

\ ^ Yes t . No * 

X • " : " • " " . " • ' v 

\ Thank you for your valued participation! 

\ . . • , * - s ' . 

Please return this survey in the enclosed business reply envelope* 

,) * 



.Si 



\ 



\ 



148 



r . 



■ERIC 



it 



TELEPHONE SURVfeY' CODING SHEET 
Jndergraduates with Dane County Permanerit Addresses 

- ' ^Parents 
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• '"\ INSTRUCTIONS 
Use the following procedure to select students for calls: 



Consult the sheet entitled "RESULT CODES" to record each call with a 
code and time period. " 

Calls should be completed by \pril , , > r ■ , 

• \ 

Here's what to say: 



A.' Hello, my name Is (your name)and I'm calling from the University of . 
Wisconsin's .Bureau of Business Research. Is this (student)? 

YES - continue 

NO - When can I call back to talk to him/her? 

MAKE AN APPOINTMENT IF POSSIBLE '. /- . .* 

B*. We'd like to ask you one or two brief questions, to help with a study 
we're conducting on parent visits to the UW-Madison. First, does at 
least one of your parents live outside of Dane County?. .' 

YES * record answer and continue 

4 - 'I 

* ' % *. ' ■ a ■ 

• NO - record answer but°do not contihue, thank student for cooperating. 

C. How many times do you. expect their to visit you between August 20, 1983 
and August ?0,* 1984? - - 

» * 

- record "answer and thank student cooperating. 

If students ask why you picked them explain that they were randomly, 
•selected from a list provided by the registrar's office. 

If students want to know more about the study explain that we're trying 
to estimate- the total number of parent visits to, the UW-Madison. 



126. . , ; ' . , • . ' 

' result codes • ' t • 



G Successful ball \ v 

NW Non-working number ■ • i ** 

• SUBSTITUTE ' " 

- • . t • v • > , ' ' u ■ 1 ... . .. • .. 

NA No answer * * . 

. ■■' KEEP TRYING UNTIL 5 CALLS HAVE BEEN MADE AT DIFFERENT TIMES, 
DO NOT SUBSTITUTE) \ , : V, & ■ , 

■NiP No phone or number unBasted * w , ;/ ; ; s — "2 
. SUBSTITUTE . ,, . ' . J ' V • 

SU /. Student unavailable '* \ "■'*> •• ' . • . •' 

ASK FOR APPROPRIATE TIME TO CALL 1 OR MAKE "AN APPOINTMENT.- 

• Keep trying until 5 calls have been made at different times. 

f$P" Refusal , . " * . ^ ■ •' 

DO NOT SUBSTITUE • . , . 



) 



" WN ' Wrong number provided ».••'■ 

CALL STUDENT INFORMATION (262-1254) • a 

If no number, SUBSTITUTE ^ '•••''*••:. ' " ' > 

SM Student moved 

• if new number Obtainable from roommate ^ student information (262-1234), 

CALL NEW NUMBER ' . e 

' .KEEP TRYING JJNTIL 5 CALLS HAVE BEEN MADE AT .DIFFERENT TIMES. .. . 

, IF NO NEW , NUMBER IS AVAILABLE', fiUT "NP" AND SUBSTITUTE ' " 

.B , Busy * » 

• KEEP TRYING UNTIL 5 CALLS HAVE BfcEM MADE AT DIFFERENT TIMES • . '* 
DO NOT SUBSTITUTE r " «f 

INC Incomplete* 1 © 
DO NOT SUBSTITUTE : ' „ 



' "TIMING OF CALLS 



1) * M-F '9 - Noon . - 

2) M*F Noon - 3 P.M... 

\ 3), ; \fc% : W$M. -'.6 P.M. 

4)' mJ-F. "6 P.M. - 9 P.M. 
/ 5) /Saturday and Sunday \ any time 



Note: Call after 9'p».m. oflly If instructed to do so by 
the student's jrbomnjat/i v 
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University of Wisconsin 



Qraduatt School of Business 
1155 Observatory Drive 
Madison, Wisconsin 53706 




«Ar- Madison 



Bureau of Business Research 

December 5> 1983 



Dear Student: 



The Bureau of Business Research has been asked by trie Chancellor f s, 
Office to conduct a reasearch study assessing the impact of the U.W. -Madison 
on the local economy. One part of the study involves determining the expen- 
ditures ma4e by parents and family of U.W. students who live outside the 
United^ States and travel to Madison for a yisit. 

* To collect his information , the ^enclosed questionnaire is being sent to 
a random sample of foreign students. ' Your participation in this study will 
be greatly appreciated. * 

Jhe* questionnaire asks you several questions concerning whether or not / 
your patents or family. visited you here In Madison. It should take ^nly a 
few minutes to complete. Please Complete the questionnaire even if you don't 
expect ybur parents or family to visit . 

. ; - < ■ ' ' ■ t _ % ' v 

Thank you for. your valued assistance. 

k business reply envelope has been provided for your cotrveni^ncfe. 

, * ■ v t 

■ y » Sincerely, 




William A. Strang 
Director, Bureau of JWsinesjs-Research and 
Associate Dean for External Relations 



WAS:Jgk 
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Bureau oft Business Research Survey 
Parents "Visits to. Foreign Students at the UW-Madlson 



1. Do your parents or family live outside the U.S.? 

Yes - No * . ■ ■: " 

« V 

2, Were you <a student at the* UW-Madison during the 1982-1983 school year? 

• . " ". \ . /■ ' ' 

^ ea ' No (If yo.iir answer to Question 2 is NO, please 



" 4--" discard questionnaire.) 

3\ Consider the 1982-1983 school yedr as running from August 20, 1982 to 
; f< August 20, 1983, How many times did yoiir parents or family visit 
you in Madison during this time period? 

times * / 



4, If they .visited you in Madison at jjLeast once during this time period, 
please estimate the amount they spent in Dane County during a typical 
visit. Include transportation if purchased locally, food, lodging, 
gifts, etc, f 



v./ 



Thank you for your Cooperation, Ple&se return this questionnaire 
in the enclosed, business reply envelope* 



> 
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University of Wisconsin Madison 

s 

v * - ■ 

Graduate School of Business ' x ■ ^ .. Bureau of Business Research 

1155 Observatory Drive % . . ■ 

Madison. Wisconsin 53706 ; r December 5, 1983 




Dear Student: 

• The Bureau of Business Research has b§?n asked by ^the* Chancellor's 
Office to conduct a qesearch study assessing the economic impact of the 
UW-Madison on the state and local ^economy . One part of the study involves 
determining the frequency of parent visits' tcr students* 

Please take a minute or two to complete the enclosed questionnaire 
which asks three * brief questions about recopt or potential visits to 
Madis6n by your parents'. Please complete the survey even if your parents 
live, in Dane Cojunty or *Lf they will not be visiting * Because this survey 
has been- r sent to a small, randomly . selected sample, your reply is crucial 
if ..we are to obtain accurate Information, 

A business reply envelope, is enclosed for your convenience ♦ Thank 
you for your participation. A ' 

""V % Sincerely, 




William A, Strang 
Director, Bureau of BiWiness Research 
Associate Dean for External Relations 



WAS:jgk . 
Enclosures 
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-Bureau of Business* Research Survey 

A/ 

Parent Visits to the UW-Madlson t 



Does at least one of your parents live" outside of Dane County? 

c 

■ Yes No (End of Questions) 



If yes, how many times do you expect them to visit you in. Madison 
during the 1983-19134 school year? (Consider the school year to 
begin August '20, 1983 and, end August 20, 1984.) ^ ; 

times , 



What is your student status? ; 

S V 

• ~ I '. ••• . ■ 

Undergraduate Itosident S Full-time 



J Graduate or Non-resident . U.S. * . Part-time 

Professional 

Non-resident Foreign , Special Student 



Thank you for your participation. A business reply envelope is 
.enclosed for your convenience. 
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University of Wisconsin ^f^L Madison 

Graduate School of Business BureaG of Business Research 

1155 Observatory Drive 
Madison, Wisconsin 53708 



r 



Dear Academic Dean or Director: , 

The Chancellor's office has requested the Bureau of Business Research 
to 9onduct a major research prpject to assess the impact of. the U.W.-Madisp 
on the state and looal economies. One segment of this study involves as- 
sessing the number and types of visitors to the university. 

In order to collect this information, a survey is being sent to the *' 
jieads and chairpersons of every U.W«-Madison department. We would greatly 
appreciate receiving your support for this study, and Ask you to encourage 
those individuals within your jurisdiction to complete the questionnaire 
they will be receiving. A copy is enclosed for you to review. 

Thank you for your cooperation. Please direct^any questions, you may 
haj/e to me at the Bureau of Business Research. 



Sincerely 



WAS:Jgk 
Enclosure 




William 
Director 
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Univei^ilry of Wisconsin Madison 



Graduate School of Business 
1155 Observatory Drive 
Madison, Wisconsin 53708 



Bureau of Business Research 



Dear Department /Program Head: 

I • N , 

The Chancellor's office has requested the Bureau of Business Research to 
conduct a major research project to evaluate the economic impact of the U, W.- 
Madison on the state and local economies* One segment of ^his study involves 
assessing th6 number and types, of visitors to the 'university , 

In order to collect, this information, the enclosed survey has been sent to 
every U,W. -Madison department. Your participation will b^ greatly appreci- 
ated. 

This survey should be completed by the individual J.n your department who is 
most likely to have had personal contact with visitors. We realize that 
hard number! are unavailable; your best estimate will still be valuable. 

Although every effort has been made to avoid* duplication, it is possible 
thax more than one individual in your department? has received this mailing. 
If this should be the case,' please codeine surveys, 

V > 

I 

Thank you once again for your assistance. 

Sincerely, " ' . ' > f f . 




William A. Strang, ItLdector and 

Associate Dean for External Relations 

WASsjgk 

• Enclosure <> 



* / ^ 157 



133 



University of Wisconsin 



Madison 



Graduate School of Bus inn a 
1155 Observatory Drive 
Madison, Wisconsin 53706 



Bureau of Business Research 



Dear Department Secretary: * 

At the request of Chancellor Shain, the Bureau of Business Research \& 
conducting a large-sca,le study to assess the economic impact of the UW-Madison 
on 1 the local economy, So that we may determine how many individuals visit 
the university each year, a brief survey has been sent to your department head. 

Due to th#importance of this research, we request your cooperation in 
ensuring that this survey is completed promptly. If your department has * 
misplaced the questionnaire, please call Jean Knowles at 262-1556 for a 
replacemei^t. N t \ 



Thank you for your assistance. 



WASrjgk 



Sincerely, 

William A. Strang 
Director 
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Bureau of Business Research Survey: 

s 11 

Visitors to the UW«Madleon 



Department 
Respondent 



Survey Number 
Phone # 



INSTRUCTIONS 

Various types of. Individuals who might have visited your department 
during tfpe 1982-83 academic year from outside of Dane County are listed on 
the next^ page. 

For each category, please provide, your best estimate qf the total 
number of visitors to your department from outside of the county during 
the year, and the average length of their visit in days* 

Please use only one category to describe a visitor. If visitors can 
be described by more thin one category (e.g., alumni attending a confer- 
ence) chpose the category that applies to the primary purpose of the 

Visit* ■ v • 

\ • ■ 

\ ' 

This survey should be completed by the individual . in your department 
who is most likely to have personal contact with visitors. 
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y*v ■ "\ ' * ' 

4' pAKP 1» VISITORS FROM OUTSIDE DANE COUNTY DURING THE 1982-83 ACADEMIC YEAR 

*• i ' Average 

' Length ^ 

Purpose of Vifit % of V ^ alt 

> V 

Confferenqe/seminar attenders • • » .......... .. . ^ , 

Speakers/lecturer a/performers. "...«♦♦•••**' . ' . — 

Visiting icholars/folantisti/artiBts/madical prac- 
titioner s/educafors (not on UW-Madieon payroll) . • ^ : 

Visiting or adjunct faculty/staff (on ^-Madison w 

payroll). •/• • • • • • • • , — ~— 

Prospective students ••••••••/••'• # _ • ■ ■ — . 

Candidates tor ffaculty/et;aff positions , , , , 

Placement interviewees . ♦ N _ ^ — ^ 

Business/industry representatives. — , ^ — 

Fourtdation/non-prof it ,agency representatives ..... ^ , . • „„ „ , } 

U.S. government agency representatives ........ ^ _ ^ — 

Foreign government agency representatives. — * — ' 

Technical advisors/ consultants — — - , • - ^ 

Sales/repairpeople > i 

Visiting alumni - 1 1 * 

visiting athletes/ athletic staff . »'• ' ' ' 1 — 

Patients .♦ • • • t • * • • • * *• >' 

Patient visitors ' " ; * 

Other (please specify): 



'. . ' " . , . • 

Approximately what percentage of these visitors are from outside v • \ r i V 
of Wisconsin? * v ! ^— — 



o 

ERIC 



* Please indicate average length off visit in days. Consider brief visits 
as one day. , * • • 

v < 

: „. } CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE 
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PART 2? VISITOR W)OOING 



v 

Listed below art various lodging options which visitors may choose or 
have arranged for them whiis thay are in Madison. Based on all your visi- 
tors (as .indicated above) please provide a percentage estimate for each 
option. If you a^p not sure, your best guess will still be helpful. 



ft 



Type of Lodging* 1 ** 
Hotel/mot* 

Rented houscffepartment. 

University facilities . $ . ? 

g (Memorial Uhion, Ohion South,, 
Wisconsin Center, Friedrick 
Center, University Houses) 

Guest at private house/ apartment. . ♦ . . 

No overnight lodging \ • • . . 

« 

Other (pjlease specify): 

■ i — 



Percentage 



r 1 



/ > 




Total : 



100% 



Thank you for yAur participation* Please return this survey by 
Campus mail to the Bureau of Business Research, 110 Commerce. 
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University of Wisconsin M«di^pn | 

v Qraduatt School of Business x Bureau of Business Research J 

1155 Observatory Drive ' - * 

Madison, Wisconsin 53708 • , ' December. 15, 1983 v , 

• - • • ■ / ' •• I 



Dear ^ Program/Department Head: * * 

Several weeks ago you were sent a questionnaire which requested esti- 
mates of visitors to your department during the 1982-1983 school year/ If 
you have already returned the survey, please accepts our sincerest thanks. " 
We recognize that it was not a simple process" to complete and appreqiate 
your time and x effort* Thus f£r, the v response rate h<as been very good. 

If you have not yet returned the S^vey questionnaire, please use the 
time during semester break to do so. v It is especially important that our 
response rat% be as high as possible to minimize bias\in our estimates for 
the total campus. If you ne%d a duplicate questionnaire, please call 
Jean Knowles at 262-1550. , * j 



The data gathered will be used as part of a large-scale study re- 
quested by Chancellor Shain thad assesses the impact o| the University on 
the local economy ,v-vWfe expect a final document to be r^ady in late April. 



If you have any further questions, please call me 
Th.ank you. 



, Sincerqly f 



at 262-1550. 




William A. 

Director, Bureau of BusiWss Research and 
Associate Dean for External Relations 



WASrjgk. 
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Universfty ot^Visco 1 

\ 

Graduate School of Butlhes* V 

1155 Observatory Drive 
Madison, Wisconsin 537Q8 ^ 



isin 




Madison 



Bureau of Business Research 




Dear Program Coordinator: 

Chancellor Bhain has • requested the Bureau of Business Research to conduct 
a major research project to evaluate the economic impact of the UW-Madisoh T 
and UW-Extension on the state and local economies. One segment of this study 
involves determining the spending patterns of visitors to university-related 
events, v s 

We would greatly appreciate your assistance in conducting this research. 
Chancellor Boy^e fully supports this project and has requested the coopera- 
tioa of all program coordinators ♦ Extension records show that you will be 
conducting a program at an extension facility in- the next few days. We ask - 
that you distribute a short questionnaire ip your program, $nd either collect 
the completed surveys or instruct program participants to submit them tf> the 
front desk at the facility* , 

/ * 

The surveys will be given to you at the facility along .with a short set 
of instructions. The entire process should take no longer than ten minutes. 

Your cooperation is deeply appreciated. Thank you for contributing to 
this research, • 

Sincerely, 




William A* Strang, Director 
Bureau of Business ResearchMand 
Associate Dean for External Relations 



WASrjgk 
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m Jlc 



The 
School 
of Business 



t ' Mil', 



Office of Associate Dean 
for External Relations 



University of Wisconsin- Madison 



3155 Observatory Driver. 
Madison. Wl 53706 
608/262-1550 



MEMO RAN D tfTT^ 



TO: UW-Extension Conference Center .♦>"*;.: * ' : - 

Program Coordinators » ■■ * 

a' ' . «. 

FROM: William A. Strang, Director • . • 

SUBJECT: ^ Guidelines for 'Distributing Surveys to Program Participants 

.Several days ago you received a letter requesting your assistance with a 
n study being conducted by the Bureau of Business. Research. As you know from 
, the letter our research design requires £bat> your program participants com- 
plete *a brief questionnaire assessing' their expenditures during a twenty-four 
period while in Madison. We appreciate your cooperation wi,th this project* and N * 
ask that you follow a few simple guidelines in distributing the questionnaire: >4^\^ 

' 1. Questionnaires should be given to all program participants,* T^hdse who 
live within Dane County are told'in the questionnaire instructions to. 
return the questionnaire without completing it. Please remind them ' * A 
verbally of this instruction. . ^ 

* • 2. Allow about tenipinutqk. for questionnaire completion, 

,3. Questionnaires should be distributed at the following times: . i 

ONE DAY PROGRAMS: , Towards the end. of the program- 

v TWO DAY PROGRAMS: Any time during the second day pf the program 

THREE DAY PROGRAMS: Any time during the third day of the program - 

LONGER PROGRAMS: At your convenience., but not during the firit day 

4. Please tell program participants, which category to check for question 3. 

5. If it is convenient, please .collect questionnaires yourself. Otherwise* 
ask program participants to- give, them to the front desk personnel at the 
facility you are using. Please do the same if you should collect them/ 
We would appreciate.; the return of unused* questionnaires . . - 

Th^nk you once again for your assistance, «r ■ 
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' . ? ..' . ... " , 1 

University of Wisconsin Madison 



I 

Graduate School of Buaineae 
1 1 55 Observatory On ve 
MadTsonvWIscprwri 53708 



Bureau of Business Research 



Dear Program Participant : 



The Bureau of. Business Research at the University of .Wisconsin-Madison 
is conducting a tea j or study to determine the spending patterns of visitors 
to the university and* the resulting Impact on the local economy* We would 
greatly appreciate your assistance on this project* 

Please take a few minutes to complete the attached questionnaire as 
accurately as you can. All information that you provide will be held, in 
strictest confidence. 



Thank you for your valued participation. 



•Sincerely. 




William Strang, Di^fcctoi 



WASrjgk 



Bureau of Business Research Survey:, 
Expenditures by U^W.-Extension Conference Center Participants 

INSTRUCTIONS; >Pleas^ complete this questionnaire only if you live outside 
.' of Dane County. If you live within the county limits please 
return the questionnaire to your program coordinator. 



1, . Do you live outslds of Wisconsin? ' * . ^ , 

. 1 -Yes , No : ' 

"•v, ■ . ■ w i - ' i 

2.. Where .did you receive this questionnaire? 

••>.■■ 

Lowell Hall Wisconsin Renter 

.Friedrick Center Other (please" specify) ^ 

3. Who sponsored the program that you have been attending? — •••••• - 

/ fyW-Madison department or agency UWrExtension' Communications 

_j UW-Ext. Managenient^Inetitute J ^UW-Ext. Health &' Human Services 

UW-Ext^nsion'..Engineering. , Other (please specify) 

4. What type of lodging have *you been using? . 

No overnight lodging 

Hotel/motel • 

University facilities (Lowell Hall, Memorial Union, Union South, 

Friderick Center) / 

Guest at private hoine/aparlmejnt 

--\ 

Other (please specify) \, , . 

5* How long is the program you have been attending? day(s!) 

6. Listed on the next page are various types of businesses , in Dane County.' # w 
Please rearf /through the list once, then go back, and estimate the amount of 
expend fifurM V ou ^de during the appropriate time period (described below). , 
If you are not certain' of the exact amount, your best estimate will be helpful. 

If your program is one day long , estimate' the expenditures you made or 
. expect to make in Dane County during the day you received thi s question- 
naire. CoftsJLder the 24 hour period to begin at 2:00 a.m. 

• If your program is more than one day long , estimate the expenditures you 
made in Dane County during the day pr ior to receiving this questionnaire. 
For example, if you received this^ questionnaire on a Thursday, estimate 
your expenditure* for Wednesday. Consider the 24 hour period to begin 

" at 2:00'a.m!^ If you were not in Dane County during the day prior* to 
receiving this questionnaire, please complete it for the day you received 
it.*; 
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Type of Pant County Business or ttrganisatio 



zatlohj 
ticket^, 



Estimated Expenditure 
During .24-Hour Period 



(a) The University of Wisconsin (athletic 

on-carapus meals, expend^uiuie jln the Memoir 
Union, University Bookstore; etc.). • • •! 



ial 



(b) Transportation companiis located in Dane Copn^y 
(city or University buses, railroad or airline 
companies— only if ticket was ^pyrchased locally— 
other bus companies, taxis) . . . ♦ . . % • s • 



%t) Personal or business services- (lawyers, doctors, 
barbers, beauty shops, optometrists, laundries, 
dry cleaners, et;c.) ♦ 



(d) Department,,, variety, discourit, "catalog stores 

(e) Apparel «tQres (clothing, shoes, accessories) 



* • . « 



(f) Automobile, truck and motorcycle dealers (vehicle 
purchases only) . . f 



(g) Service stations, garages, auto dealers (for 
repairs, parts, or gasoline, etc.) 



(h) Furniture and/or appliance- stores 

(i) Eating and. drinking places. * ♦ ♦ 



(j) Other retail stores (florists, gift stores, record 
shops, drug stores, hardware stores, etc.). . . . 



4 (k) Lodging places (hotels, motels, tourist homes) . 

(1) Amusement places (theatres, private golf clubs, 
amusement patks, etc.)* 



(m) City or county government (public parking fees, 
traffic tickets, public golf courses, public park 
fees, etc.) .......... < . 

♦ * • 

(n) Local households (payments made directly to individuals 

not in business, for example, babysitters, private 

parking) ......... r . .............. 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR 24-HOUR PERIOD ♦ ^ « . v 

. i 

. . 

7, On what day o£ the week wert these expenditures made? * 



» THANK YOU FOR YOUR VALUED PARTICIPATION I 



ERIC 



; this complntldj questionnaire should be given, to the front desk^t either 
Lowell Hall, Priedrlck Center, or Wisconsin Center, or given to your programr 
coordinator, \ . ' • 
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University of Wisconsin 




Qrsduat* School of Business 
1155 Obaervstory Drive 
Madison, Wisconsin 53706 



Madison 

/ ( 

Bureau of 8u.ln.as R.s.arch 



Daar Graduate School^ of Banking Participant: 



Th^ Bureau of Business Research at the University of WisconklnrMadison 
Is conducting a major study to datarmine th^a spanding patterns oft visitors 
to tha university and tha resulting Impact on the local economy* •) We would 
greatly appreciate your assistance on th^s project, ...... J 

> * _ ■ ■ *■ . ■ 

Please t|ka a few minutes to complete the attached questionnaire as 

accurately as you can. All information that^you provide will faa held in 

strictest confidence. A business reply envelope is provided for your ^ 
convenience. I ^ 



Ttiank you for your valued participation. 



Sincerely, 




William Stra^g\ Dirafi tar 



4 
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Bueinats Viaitor Questionnaire v 

Listed below are various types of businesses In Dane County. Please r tad through 
tha list, once, than go back and- estimate tha amount of axpandltura you made to 
aach on* tha day (a) clrclaa below. If you are not certain of the precise amount,,, 
your beat estimate will b* Helpful. , - ■ ■' 

' ' ' 

SUN HON WED ' THU FRI SAT ' 

(Note: For purposes of this survey, the 24 hour period begins at 2:00 AM) , 

i •» n . 

x Estimated Expenditure in 

x Type of Pant County Business or Organization - ^° Ur 

(a) Tha University of Wisconsin (athletifc t^ckets^ 
on-campua meals, expenditures In the Memorial 
^ 1 Union, University Bookstore, etc.) • • • .. 

' fb) Transportation companies located in Dane County 
(city ot University buses, railroad or airline 
' companies— -only if ticket was purchased locally**- ^ . 0 

other bus companies,' taxis)< [ 

(c) Personal or* business, services (lawyers, doctors, « 

barbers, beauty fihops, optometrists, laundries, > } 
j> . dry cleaners, etc.) % *>J 

m <(* (d) Department, variety, discount, catalog stores . . . f% . 



(a) Apparel stores (clothing, shoes, accessories) 
(f) Automobile dealers (car purchased only) . • • 



(g) Service stations, garages, auto dealers (for 
<, repairs, parts; or gasoline, etc.), ....... 



(tv) furniture and/or appliance stores 
(1) Eating and drinking places. . . • 



(j) Othei; retail -stores (florists, gift stores, record 
Shops, drug stores, hardware stores, etc*) 



(k) Lodging places (hotels, motels, tourist homes) 



(1) Amusement places (theatres, private golf clubs, 
amusement parks, etc. ). • . . 



(m) City*or county government (public parking fees, 
traffic tickets, public* golf courses, public park 
fees, etc^.) ♦ * , . , 

(n) Local households (payments made directly to individuals 
not in business, for example, babysitters, private . 



parking) 



TOTAJ, VISIT EXPENDITURES ♦ 

i' 16.9 
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f - ^APPENDIX B 



Student 8 



Estimation of the Size of the University Community 
1 * : * 



Pall 1983 enrollment. *'.Z...J..:..".\ .... 43,075 



,..../.„ 



Number of married students (13%) . i ....... f . J. ..... ^ ••• 5,600 



Number of married students 'wtth spouses who are 

also students <33% ) • • \ •••••• 1,867 



Number of households with two married 

students (.5 x^l-,8B7)..> ♦ 933- 

Number of households! with one married ' 

student (5,600 ~ 1 1 > 867)> ^. 3 } 733 

Number of married student households (933 + 3,733) A, 666 

Average household size ♦ , • 2.75 

Size of married student households (4,666 x 2.75).. 12,832 

Number of single students (A3, 075 - 5,600) 37^,475 

TOTAL SIZE OP STUDENT COMMUNITY , 50,307 

♦ 

Employees^' 9 ^ , • 

i Number of employee households • • • V 11,911 

\ 

f \Ave5age household size .4. ......... 2.5 

TOTAL SIZE OF EMPLOYEE COMMUNITY 29,778 

TOTAL SIZE OF UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY 80,085 



1 _ , 

\ Enrollment figure from UVHMadison Enrollment Report. Other estimates 

\ based an responses to the student survey described in, Chapter A* 

; | \ The procedure used to determine the number of employee housebolds is 

\ \ described In Chapter 3, footnote A. Average household si2e based on responses 
1 ^ to the employee^survisy described J.n Chapter 3. < 
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APPENDIX D 
Industry Classifications 



Industrie a * 



Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries, Mining 

Construction 1 , # 

»* 

Manufacturing 

■ - \ ■ 

Transportation, Cbmnvnication t Utilities 

Wholesale Trade /* * 

Building Materials and Garden Supplies 

General Merchandise Stores 

Food StQres ' ^ 

Automotive Dealers,, and Service Stations 

Apparel Stores 

Furniture and Home Furnishings Stores 
Rating and Drinking Places 
Miscellaneous Retail 

to t 

Finance* Insurance, , and Real Estate 
Hotels and other Lodging Places 

# 

Personal and Business Services s 



Amusement and Recreation Services 
Local" Government • ; 
Local Households j " 



) 



Two-Plgtt SIC Cotfea 
01-14 » 
15-17, 76 ( 
20-39 
40-49 
50-51 s 
52 
53 
54 

55, 75 

56 

57 

v 58 
59 

60-67 

70 • ^ 

72, 73, 
BO-83, 89 

78, 79, "84 

...9.1*96 
88 



/ 



■/•■ 
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APPENDIX E 



Expansion of the Local Credit Base % „ 

In general^ the total change in demand deposits (loans plus original 
deposits) can be written as follows; 

Change in demand deposits «• [ r (| > t + g ' + TT+ k j- 

In Deqembet, 1984: ^ ; 

r - #02 (reserves/deposits) 

t «■ 6.0 (time j^us savings deposits/demand deposits) 
g - .03 (government deposits/demand de#o.6its) 

f - *04 (foreign deposits/demand deposits) v . ; * 

; • " 

k ■ .A (currency/ demand deposits) 

Therefore: 1 • 

The change in demand deposits equals 1.85 times the initial new deposit. For 

purposes of this study, ve view University-Delated deposits as initial'Hew 

deposits* ' % . \ 

1 '* % ' 

.* • . • 

r . 



f 76 



\ s - f . APPENDIX F 

.Door Cpytfcj^ Input^Output Table 



Each entry In the following tables represents sales or purchases ot one 

Industry with relation to anothet industry. To determine the total impact of 

one dollar' of sales in a specific industry, one reads down the column pertaining 

to that industry. For example, SL.00 of expenditures, to agriculture results in 

,$1.32 df agricultural sales, $.03 of construction sales } $.01 of manufacturing * 

;\ — , ■ . • 

sales, l$#09 of transportation, communication, and utility sales, etc. In total, 

one dollar of e/penditures to agriculture generates $3.02 of sales to the com- 

munity through both' direct and indirect-.ef fects* 

Ry reading down each column, the effect of each industry on the community 
cah be determined. . However,, to ascertain the total impact on a specific Indus- 
try, one reads , across. For example, column 2 indicates ( that for every $1.00 of 
expenditures to construction, agriculture gains $.02 in sales; column 3 shows 
that $1.00 spent in manufacturing results In $A2 of agricultural sales. 

All multipliers consider jjhe recycling df dollars throughout the many 

industries in. the local ecotoOmy. * . 

( " • 
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DIRECT AND INDIRECT ACTIVITY PER EXPORT DOLLAR 
DOOR COUNTY ECONOMY, 1968 





1 


2 


3 


4 




6 


.1. Agriculture * 

2. Construction 

3 . Manufacturing 

4. Trans, Coram, Otil. 

5.. Wholesalers > 
6T^4**g-«at, farm Equips 
* 7r**Pers & Bus Serv 
8. Fin, Ins, Real Estate 

10. Food Stores 

11. Auto Sales & Serv 

12 . Apparel Stores 

13. Furn & Appl Stores 

14. Eat & Drink Places 

15. Other Retail ' 

16. Lodging Places « - 

17. Amusement Places 

18 . Local Govt, v 

19. Local lishlds, 


1.3221 
.0327 
.0099 
.0922 
.0657 

0 ,0423 
.0-513 
t 0457 

# U.4 Q D 

,ii^ 

.1071 
.0142 
.0085 
;0295 
.0539 
.0041' 
,00;3S» 
.0574 
>9243 


.,0183 
1.3439, 
.0323 
.0*871 
.0721 
.1580 
.0218 
*.Q$26 
,0419 
.0920 
.1159 
. .0117 

<. .0088 
.0238 
.0417 
.0034 
.0027 
,0321 

„ .7055 


.1247 
.0149 
1.1010 
.0483 
.0227 
.0144 
.0162 
.0232 
.0224 
.0544 
J .0513 
.0067 
.0040 
.0144 
.0255 
.0021 
.0017 
.0233 
.4410 


.00^11 
.0314 
,0084 
1.1541 
.0407 

V. .0310 
.0301 
.0404 
.0313 
.0763 
.1016 

~w0098 
70059 
.0205 
.0392 
.0031 
.0023. 
,0814 
.6171 


.0030 
.5155 
.0091 
.0515 
1.5227 
.0150 
.0144 
.0327 
.0244 
.0587 
,0582 
.0073 
.0045 
.0158 
♦ 0274 
.0022 
.0018 
.0215 
.4767 


.001$ 
.0121 
♦ 0037 
.0435 
.0164 

1.0080 
.0092 
.0171 
,0142 
.0347 
.0445 
.0043 
.0026 
.0090 
.0175 

«.00;16 
,0011 
.0*75 
.2811 


TOTAL MULTIPLIER 

* 


3*0247 


2.8656 


2.0112 


2.3287 


1.8624 


1.5397 
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7 


8 


9 


10 




12 


1. Agriculture ' 
2<v Construction 

3. Manufacturing 

4. Tranq, Comm, Utll 

5. Wholesalers 

6. Bldg Mat, Farm Equip 
/ . pers & bus Serv r: 

8. Fin, Ins, Real Estate 

9. £cnl Mdse. Stores 

10. Food Stores 

11. Auto Sales & Service" 

12. Apparel Stores 

13. Furn & Appl Stores 

14. Eat & Drink Places 
J5, Other Retail 

16. Lodging Places 

17. Amusement Places ; 
.18. Local Govt ' . 

19, Local Hshlds • - 


.0056 
.0326 
.0131 
.1124 
.0597 
.0281 
1.03 8 8., 
.0560 
.0519 
. 1229 ° 

• *• mm J 

.1222 
..0192" 
-0091 
.Q329 

.0587 

..Op 56 • 

.0038 
,0438' 
.9970 

— — — • 


.0056 
;0409 
.0113 
.1259. 
.0555 
.0336 
.0424 
1.0938 
.0519 

.1502 
.0155 
. 0100 
, vG388 
• :t)647 
' ; . 0066 
. .0038 
° .0617 \ 

1 . oasj 


.H02] 
.0146 
.0041 
- .0.522 
.0248 
.0139 
♦ 0151 
v. .0253 
.1.0193 

*'. U«l fx 

.., .0504. 
\.0059 
.0035 
; .0125* 
.0266 - 
.0022 
r .0015 
.0215 j 
.3824* 


.0079 
♦ 0129 
.0378 
.0312 
.0305 

•Q0Q3 
.0078 
.0101 
" .0112 
1. 0271 
:.0268 
.0034 
.0021 
.007.0 
.0156 

:6oi2 

> .,0008 
\0120 
.2196 


. .oJ©3 
.011*0 
.016* 
.0458*« 
.2332 
.0096 
.0179 
.0258 
.0164 
.0399 

1.0842* 
• .0051 

' . 0,030 
.0106 

% 0208V 
\0020 
.0012 
.0166 

, .3240 


.0025 
.0181 

... .0060 
;S0*39 
\ .0207 
A. 0129 
\0175 
>P361 
.0212 
.0118 
.0516 
1.0064 
.0039 
.0149 
* .0263 
.0019 
..0016 
.0241 
'.4201 


TOTAL MULTIPLIER 

».,„•„, ■ n ' 


2.8102 

« 


2.9453 


\ t 


» — — si-j 

r. 474 j 


1.8820 


1;.8£15 
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13 



14 



15 



16 



17 



18 



1. Agriculture 

2. Construction 

3. Manufacturing 

4. Trans, Comnr, Util 

5. wholesalers 

6; Bldg Mat, Farm Equip 

7. PerB ft Bus Serv 

8. Fin, Ins, Real Estate 

9. Genl Mdse Stores 

10. Food Stores 

11. Auto Sales 6 Serv 

12. Apparel Stores 
,13. Furn & Appl Stores 

14. Eat & Drink Places 

15. Other Retail 
16r Lodging Places 

17. Amusement Places 

18. Local Govt 

19. Local Hshlds 



TOTAL MULTIPLIER 



.0022 
.0170 
.0044 
*0471 
.0205 
.0128 
.0143 : 

.0208: 

„0210 
, .051.4 
.0534 
.0064 
1.0038 
.0132 
.0255 
.0018 
.0016 
.0195 
.4176 



1.7543 



,0125 
.0202 
.0146 
.0998 
.1406 
.0189 
.0441 
.0571 
.0287 
.0803 
.0713 
.0087 
.0058 
1.0185 
.0373 
.0026 
.0022 
.0400 
.5673 



.0018 
.0149 
.0037 
.04 48 
.0421 
.0099 

'.0160 
.0174 
.0169 
.0416 
.0443 
.0053 
.0037 
.014)5 

1.0187 
.00151 
.0012 
.6172 
.3143 



.0046 
.0326 
.0085 
.1112 
.0707 
.0300 
.0612 
.0710 
.0361 
.0988 
.0814 
.0101 

« ,0085 
.0234 
.0434! 

1.0028 
.0023 
.0651 
.6092 



.0159 
.0274 
,0$?5 
.1206 
.0831* 
.0373 
,.0561 
.0442 
.0416 
.0883^ 
.0861 
.0100 
.0«61 
.0225 
.0483 
.0029 
1.0024 
.0578 
,6426 



.0129 
• 0084 
.0288 
.1878 
.0856 
.0463 
.0410 
.0493" 
.0474 
.1068 
.1155 
.0202 
.0128 
.0436 
.0580, 
.0037 
.0032 
1.0356 
.8356 



2.2705 



1.6262 



2.3699 



2.4027 



2.8334 



4*1 



.0074 
.0453 
,0143 
.1257 
.Q642 
.0376 
.0394 
.0468 
.0731 
.1795 
.1598 
.0221 
.0132 
.0456 
.0793 

.0062 
.00*5 
.0470 
1.4584 



2.4704 

i 
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APPENDIX G 

• Benef its to the State Provided by tfhe 
University 6f Wisconsin Hospital and Clinics 

This appendix Ivrtmarizqa th^ qualitative intangibles that accrue to%he people 
of Wisconsin as the Center, for Health Sciences fulfills its mission to jw&vide 




• , Comprehensive high quality patient care; 

A setting for the education, training and development of future health^ 
care professionals; - 

• h clinical environment for the conduct of research; arid . 
Community service health programs for the promotion of the health of 
Wisconsin residents* v • 

Approximately 14, 500 Wisconsin residents each year are treated in the hospital's 
medical, surgical and critical care service units ; 245,000 outpatient vlsltg are 
also scheduled in the institution^ 7.0 primary and specialty ca^e clinics. 
Approximately 85 percent of all patients seetuat UWHC are Wiqcon£\ln reai^nts. 

• Comprehensive cancer care . 



Funded, by the National Cancer Institute and respected las a world leader in'*£ancer . 
research, prevention, diagnosis and treatment, the Wisconsin Clinical dfoicer Center 
(WCCC) was the^first regional cancer center itf the country; today it is one of only 
21 «u^h cepters nationwide; at UWHC, Its 6 " medical staff engage in some the most 
advanced clinical research of cancer prevention^and treatment underway.- today ♦ 

♦ A comprehensive regional transplant program <& . *?, 

IIWHC houses the nation 1 s* third largest kidney .transplant center, one of dnl^ 
seven liver transplant centers, one of 20 heart transplant centers, on^ of 
country's largest pancreatic transplant centers, and one of only 50 x available 
bone marrow transplant centers. The comprehensiveness of the UWHC transplanta- 
tion program enables Wi&copsin residents to acquire life-saving proce<fbres with- 
out the disruption of traveling to tertiary ca|e medical centers oufcside tfoer 
state. It must also be noted that at the long-established heart and liver trans- 
plant centers in Pittsburgh, Minnesota and Stanford, months-long waiting lists 
can prevent Wisconsin patients from receiving critically-needed transplants. 

4 ; Comprehensive critical care gairvices 

9,, 

Certified by the Southern Wisconsin Emergency Medical Services Council as a ;S 
regional critical care f acili ty , UWHC provides extensive care for patients 
suffering from critical illnesses, severe burns and multiple-trauma injuries* 
Hie Burn Unit is one of only two in Wisconsin* 

• Th e eighth largest Eye Bank in the nation 

Established in 1969 with help from the Madison M ons Club, the Madison Eye Bank 
at UWHC procure* corrfeas for needy recipients, conducts research and presents 
educational programs • The Eye Bank enjoys a success Irate that matches the 
national average of 85 to 90 percent. , * 
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• APPENDIX G .continued J 

♦ A regional Poison Control and Dru^ Information Center < 

Both the lay public and professionals around the stlte have promptly received infor- 
mation about medications, polsOns^or -chronic exposufa to toxins frqfn pharmacists who 
staff the UWHC Poison Control and btug Information Center round thf clock. 

# Training the gate's future trtecjllcal and health care professionals 

liberally hundreds of the staters' future doctors and health care professionals 
receive their education and t jawing annually at UWHC through residencies , 
clerkships and other clinidaP^ppaiflencjest 

*In addition to the third and , fourth yerir UW radical School students who receive 
fcltnical training at the hospital, another A 2!5_ residents each year comprise the 
UWHC house staff* Also each year about 90 UW Pharmacy School graduate students, 
")0 Nursing School students, and 1 70 students irtythe medical technology, physi- 
cians' assistants, physical. and occupational therapy programs of the School of 
Allied Health Professions rotate through th^hoefiital' 9 various services* 

More than h*lf of all UW Medical School graduates Ultimately practice in 
Wisconsin. The malority of all students in the UW-Madison Schools, of Health 
Sciences who prepare for health professions work in the state. \ 



0 



♦ S haring health care? knowledge and advances with health professionals 
throu ghout Wi sconsin 9 t , . 

v. . 
Recognizing the potential strength thdt lies In collaboration, the schools of 
the Center for Health Sciences of the UWHC work closely with local institutions 
*nd health professionals throughout Wisconsin to help meet our communities f ♦ 
health care needs* , 

For example); the hospital provides planning services to help «trengthen rural 
health care. rU To promote the continued vital'lty of rural hospitals, UWHC 11 
vears a«o loined the Rural Wisconsin Hospital Cooperative and has since provided 
support and assistance- to local initiatives. * 

* The UWHfc Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Progr&m » 

The EMS Prog-ram, established in 1972, was the first of its kind in Wisconsin. 
Specialists in the, program work with respiratory therapists, pharmacists, physi- 
cians' assistants, doctors and nurses at 12 'southwestern Wisconsin hospitals to 
prepare them for teamwork in emergencies^The Program includes on-site Instruc- 
tion in cardiopulmonary resu8citatLMk|jrf<Plvallahlft at UWHC to Dane County 
residents/; advanced life support training; and .undergraduate medical education ' 
In emergency procedures. * 



Community Health Education Programs V^d 



♦ 

Services 



Each month, Dane County residents may attend any of three health education lec- 
tures developed each month as part of IJWRC's free Perspectives on Health series. 
The 'hospital's Community Health Education Department also of fers a variety of 
in-depth Workshops and classes every year through Its Health p r omotion program. 



